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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Construction contract disputes are a serious prob-
lem for the United States Air Force. This fact becomes
obvious when the case load of the Air Force Directorate of
Contract Appeals (AFLC/JAB) 1s examined. The JAB attorneys
represent the Air Force on contract disputes appealed to the
Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals (ASBCA). At the
end of 1981, JAB was handling approximately 100 construction
q#ses with contractor claims totalling nearly $16.3 million
(36). | | |

Disputes in construction cases usually center around
broad issues such as the spécirications, the design, the
inspection, the contractor's actions, or administration of
the contract by the'Air Force. Events or actions in these
areas can cause conflicts between the Air Force and the |
construction contractor, which can in turn lead to a con-
tract dispute (2:72). The disﬁutes which arise between the
* Air Force and construction contractors may result in many

undesirable consequences, such as negative feelings, delﬁys
. in the work, and increased costs.
| A dispute can change a contractor's attitude toward
the government, particularly if the dispute involves a per-
sonality confict or a serious difference in interpretation

1
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between the contractdr and the Air Force. This type of situ-
ation may causé the contractor to Avoid future gqvernment
contracts. Iﬁ m#y also prejudice him against enthuslastilc
completion of thé disputed contract (30).

Delayed delivéry, where "delivery"™ means completion
of the construction work, can result from some action taken
by the Air Force or the contractor in one of the categories
mentioned above (specificatiohs, design, ihspection, etc.).
For example, the contracting officer might require the con-
tractor to do additional work which will force the antici-
pated completion date to be extended (23:72). In effect,
this 1s also an increase in cost, since the extra time pre-
vents the Air Force from uéing the facility, and that lost
usage. could easily be translated to a dollar value.

There are several ways that a dispute can increase
the_cost of a project. For example, the contractor might
charge the Air Force for additional work rot included in
the original contract when thaﬁ work is encouraged by some
action of the Air Force. In these instances, the Air Force
is merely paying the contractor for additional construction,
even 1if that'construction is not really necessary by the
original intentions of the contract. 1In addition, the
rates for the extra construction work are usually higher
than the original rates, since\the new rates are negotlated,
not adopted by competitive bidding (23:97).

Sometimes, the Air Force may take unwarranted

L IR BT NP P Y L SN L R S ST P PN




actions which decrease the contractor's normal efficiency

of operations. Examples of this are overzealous inspection,
where the Alr Force inspector'goes beyond the normal scope
of inspection, or an abnormal -delay of a test by the Air
Force where the results of the test are necessary before
further progress can be made by the contractor (23:72,90).
The Air Force must reimburse the contractor for additional
expenses which result frqm such actions. 1In these‘instances,
the Air Force 1is not receiving any additional construction
for the extra cosfs.

Lastly, there are both administrative and profes-
sional costs assoclated with handling a dispute. The admin-
istrative support costs result from'the man-hours required
for compiling evidence and negotiating the disputed issues.
Added administrative costs are required specifically for
cases taken to the ASBCA level, since 21l information per-
taining to the dispute must be further cpmpiled ard con-
densed into a more formal format. Other administrative
costs are related to transmitting information to the attor-
neys. Here professional costs also enter in the form of
legal expenses for attorneys (6:17’19)T

The following discussion of thé‘Air Force construc-
tion contract process provides a backgrgund for later anal-
yses of disputes and the 1nterre1ationséips among thelr

causes.

........
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The Air Force Construction Contract Process

A construction contract is a legal agreement whereby
a contractor 1s hired to build a new facility, modify an
existing facility, or repair an existing facility. 1In the
Air Porce, the contract is the means of executing a construc-
tion project. AnvAir Force construction project begins when
it 1s initially conceived, and ends when the work is com-
pleted and both the contractor and the Air Force are satis-
fied with the outcomes of the contracf performance. Through-
out the l1life of the project, there are many opportunities
for interaction between the Air Force and the contractor.
Many things which the Air Force does affect the contractor,
and vice versa. The principal personnel involved in the
process for the Alr Force are the contracting officer, the
designer, the specification writer, the inspector, and the
user (the person who initially requests the work). In this
study, any one of these individuals who works in the Base
Civil Engineering or Base Contracting organizations and has
management responsibility over a construction project is
called an "Air Force construction contract manager."™ For
the conﬁractor, the participants are the superintendent and
the workers, plus any subcontractor personnel.

The following description of the Air Force construc-
tion contract process is somewhat simplified, since it is
intended only to identify the posSible participants in a
dispute and the nature of the project which 1is being

4
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disputed. By studying how these elements interact with the
dispute process, it 1is possible to focus attention on areas
in which management of Air Force construétion projects can
» be improved.
o : The progress of a typical Air Force construction
- ; - project (Figuré 1.1) beginé when someone in the Air Force
develops an idea'for a project. This person, the user, is
usually a manager within a misslon-oriented organization on
base, or any of the support-oriented organizaﬁions, includ-
ing Base Civil Engineering. The user submits a request to
Base Civil Engineering to accomplish the project. It is
also possible that the request might be the result of a
higher headquarters directive, where the idea occurred at a
higher level of cbmmand and was conveyed down to base level
through organizational channels. _
Next, the Base Civil Engineering organization

.reviews the request to determine if it is valid. This
review includes financlal (economic) feasibility as well as
considerations relating to the authority of the user to sub-
mit the request.
’ , A ... If the review shows the project to be a valid one,

the ne;t step is the design phase. Design involves taking
’ ' the user's request and translating it into a set of docu-

ments which can be used by a contractor to bid and later to

‘complete the project. These documents are the specifica-

tions and drawings. Another output of the design phase is

5
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cost estimate, which is used in the contracting phase to
determine a reasonable monetary level for contractor bids.
The design products are usuélly prepared in-house. If the
scope of the project 1is beygnd'in-house capability, it will
either be handed over to the Army Corps of Engineers (COE)
or contracted out to a professional design organization.
After design is complete, the project is handed over
to the contracting officer (CO), who attempts to find a con-
tractor to do the work specified in the design documents.
The selection of a contractor is accomplished by soliciting
bids from eligible contractors, and choosing the one who
submitted the lowest "responsivg" (complying with the pro-
viaions.of the bidding procéss)'bid. Once a suitable con-
tractor has been found, the ceég;éct 1# awarded ‘to that con-
tractor and work begins on the project. At this point, the
inspection activity begins, with an inspector from the con-
tract management section cf Base Civil Engineering appointed
as the representative of the 0. The inspector monitors the
contractor's progress o? fhe work to ensure that he is com-

plying with the terms of the contract. However, the inspec-

tor should not direct the work, nor take any other action - —

vwhich 1s inconsistent with his role as a passive evaluator.
If he has any concerns, they should be recorded in the
Inspector's Dailly Log and made known to the CO.

A construction project is complete when both parties
are satisfied with the results, and final acceptance and

7
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payment have been made. A disagreement at any stage of the
process ﬁight prevent completion of the project and cause the
dispute process to begin.

The lines of work flow throughout the constuction

cqntract.process are not quite as definitive as Figure 1.1

.implies. The involvement of the designer, for example, 1s

restricted primarily to the design phase. However, he might
be consulted ih later phases of the projé@t by the inspector,
who may want to compare the contractor's progress with the
intent of the original design documents. Since he 1s the
only person authorized to obligate the government, the CO

i1s also involved throughout the construction contract pro-
cess. He sits in on meetings be;@een the Air Force and the
contractor, continuing to act as the Ailr Force's officlal

spokesman on issues such as chénges to the contract.

The Dispute Process

The present system for resolving Air Force construc-
tion contract disputes operates at three different levels:
1) the contracting officer level, 2) the ASBCA level, and
3) the Judicial level (see Figure 1.2).

' Although many contract disputes might bte processed
sequentially through all three levels, in practice the ma-
Jority of disputes are settled at the CO level. The remain-
ing disputes are appealed to the ASBCA level or directly to

the judicial level (26).-
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The typical dispute that might be appeaied to the
ASBCA begins with the contractor's dissatisfaction with
some aspect of the contract or the Air Force's behavior
during the performance phase of the contract. This dissat-
isfaction 1s often the result of the contractor's feeling
that the CO is enforcing the terms of the contract in an
unreasonable manner, although the problem 1i1s often actually
due to the contractor's rinanqial ﬁroblems or chancé of
profit. The contractor states his dissatisfaction to the
CO, often in the form of a claim--a request for money or a
time‘extension to compensate for additional work. The con-
tracting officer must respond to the contractor with a
written decision regarding the disagreement (23:144). It
is possible that the dispute will be settled at this point
to the satisfaction of both parties.

However; if the contractor 1is displéased with the
CO's decision, he may appeal to either the ASBCA (level 2)
or directly to the Court of Claims (level 3). This appeal
may be based on one claim, or a combination of related
claims (called a "multiple claim case"). Most contractors
decide to appeal to the ASBCA before the Court of Claims
(26). There are several reasons for this. Pirst, contrac-
tors know that if the ASBCA decision 1sbunsatisfactory,
they may appeal it to the Court of Claims. However, if
their first level of appeal was the Court of Claims, their
only remaining appeal option is the unlikely chance that the

10




Supreme Court would hear the case. Second, contractors

realize that the ASBCA has worked with defense contractors

before and is thus more likeiy to take 1into account those

- factors unique to defense contracts. Filnally, an appeal

to the ASBCA 1s often quicker and pheaper than a direct
appeal to the Court of Claims (6:17,19).

If the case 1s taken before the ASBCA, a Judge will
hear both sides of the case and present a decilsion on the
basis‘of either "entitlement" or "both entitlement and quan-
tum." If the case 1s decided on entitlement only, the deci-
sion is restricted to who won the case. If the decision
is based on both entitlement and quantum, the ruling concern-
ing who won the case 1s supplemented by quantitative infor-
mation about the proper amounts of time and/or money which
should be awarded to the winner. If the case 1s a multiple
claim case, the declsion will address each individual claim
of the dispute. Following tﬁe decision, the cases which
have been decided only on the basis of entitlement will be
sent back to the base CO for final negotiation and settle-
ment with the contractor (23:145).

If the contractos 1is still dissatisfied with the
decision, he may appeal it to the Court of Claims, which 1is
the first stage of the Judicial level. The final point of
appeal within the Jjudicial level is the U.S. Supreme Court
(23:145), which 1s unlikely to hear a common Air Force con-
struction contract dispute.

11




Key Variables

. In disputed cases, there are three variables which
describe the nature of projects, disputes, and the causes
of disputes-="project features," "claim categories," and

"pertinent facts," respectively.

Project Features

Throughout the construction contract process, there
are several basic cparacteristics of a project which, taken
together, distinguish that project from other similar projJ-
ects. These are called "project features." Many project
features provide a valuable‘reference point for understand-
ing disputed construction contracts. The following five
project features are particularly relevant to this study:

1. Design discipline

2. Type of work

3. Area of country (geographical location)

4, Major command |

5. Size of contract (dollar value)

Each of these project features (excepting major command)

is fully defined in the glossary of terms in Appendix A.

Claim Categories

CIaim‘categories are labels for claims of a dispute.
They might be the title of a contract clause which was ref-
erenced by the contractor in order to describe the problem

which caused the dispute (i.e., "differing site conditions").

12




Alternately, they might be a more general descrip»ion of the

type of problem which caused the dispute (1.e., "ambiguous
specifications"). The.following claim categories, defined
in Appendix A (Glossary), are barticularly relevant to this
study: | '

1. Ambiguous specifications (1:62; 6:72; 8; 34:
32-40)

2. Omissions or conflicts in specifications (8;
9:19-20; 18:78; 23:67; 29:33-34)

3. Errors in design (13:474; 24:469)

L, ?ontracting officer acting improperly (1:62;
6:72; 7:78:48; 9:26-28; 11:96; 12:20; 17:77; 18:78; 22; 30:
58; 34:32-40; 35; 37:3-10; 38:70)

5. Delays (24:U469; 29:33-34)
, 6. Changes (1:62; 9:19-20; 11:96; 14; 20; 24:469;
28; 38:40) '

7. Differing site conditions (23:88; 26)

Pertinent Facts

Pertineﬁt facté are”éﬁéntSWéémﬁéfivi;;;smfidéﬁ;ified
by the presiding ASBCA judge in a construction contract dis-
pute case) which occur during the various phases of the con-
struction contract process and cause disputes to occur. The
followlng pertinent facts, deflned in Appendix A (Glossary),

are particularly relevant to this study:

13




l. Contractor failure fo read contract documents

adequately S
2. Inadequate site 1investigation
3. Contractor delays |
Ik, Contractor problems with the additives or bid
schedule ”
5. Contractor underestimated the size of the job
or the size of the contract | | .
6. Problems with wafranty work
7. Government management issues
8. Contractor management activities ; -
. 9. Contractor reliéhce on previous exﬁériénce or
trade practice as a guilde
10. Problems with subm;ttals

Research Problen

‘ The purpose of this study 1s to examine disputed Air
Force construction contracts to find out whether there are
interactions among claim categories, pertinent facts, and
project features which, 1if knbwn, could be used by lower
level constfuction contract managers to closely examine - R

future contracts for the purpose of avolding disputes.

Objectives .

To solve thls research problem, five shecific objec~

tives gulded the research:
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1. Identify claim categories and thelr frequency of
o:currence in 60 ASBCA construction contract dispute cases
heard between 1977 and 1981 |

2. Identify pertinent facts and their frequency of
cccurrence in those cases

3. Determine the project features in those cases

4., Determine what, if any, interrelationships
exlst among and between claim categories, pertinent facts,
And project features

5. Present the findings of the study in a form

which will be useful to lower level construction contract

managers to avoid disputes

Scope and Limitatlons

Thls study deals with a broad subject area and 1s
intended to have implications for Air Force construction
contract management. Nonetheless, the scope of the study
1s restricted by the following criteria:

‘ 1. The number of cases studied was 60
/ ' . 2. The case years examined were 1977 through 1981
Only cases at the ASBCA level were examined

4, Only projects within the United States were

\
\
w
.

examined

These limitaticns relate to the cholces of research

pcpulation and sample, and are discussed further in Chapter

Five.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

.This literature review identifies those problem
areas believed to be the most detrimental to the success
of construction confracts, as well as the suspected causes
of these problems. The information presented in this sec-
tion was gathered by way of a comprehensive search of the
Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT) libraries, the Air
Force Weapons Library (AFWL), an&-xhe Wright State Univers-
ity Library. The sources of the informatlion included AFIT
theses, Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC) studies,
Defense Logistics Information Exchange. (DLSIE) reports,
government publications, and trade journals. v

The studies in the literature differ in four sig-
nificant respects: 1) type(s) of contracts studied (con-
struction, supply, research and development, and/or service
contracts); 2) phases of the contracting process studied
(specification preparation, advertising/bidding/awarding,
contract administration, and/or inspection); 3) scope of
the problems analyzed; and 4) objectivity of the research
methods used. The reasons for these differences are due

partly to the nature of this toplc, and partly to the
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different interests of the groups supporting or performihg

the studies.

A major objective of.many of the research studies
which analyzed construction contract disputes was to deter-
minéuéhe frequency of occurrence of the various types of
claims. There 1s a great deal of d'sparity between the
rankinés of claims in the various studies, so that it was
impossible to develop one absolute ranking of the types of
claims (see Table B-1, Appendix B). However, although the

differences between the studles prevent direct comparisons

. of the studles, 1t was still possible to extract the central

ideas from all of the studies to develop a general discus-
sion of the claims in construction contracts.

‘When the literature discusses the claims put forward
by the contractor at the outset of disputes, it frequently
suggests causes for those disputes. One study (2) also men-
tioned certain distinguishing characteristics of projécfs
which tend to affect the likelihood of disputes. These dis-
tinguishing characteristics of projects closely fesemble
project features as described in Chapter One, and include
such things as contract type, type of work, type of product,
and total contract value. Since these distinguishing char-
acteristics appear in only one study, they have been omitted
from the following discussion. The discussion willl focus

mainly on contractors' claims and the causes of these claims.

17
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Discussion

Contractors' Claims and Suggested Causes |

The claims put forward by contractors and the sug-
gested causes of these claims closely resemble the variables
described in Chapter One as clailm categories and pertinent
facts, respectivély.~ The literature generally centered the
discuésion around a certain type of claim, and described the
various possible causes for the claim. There was one major e
exception to this format which involves the contractor's
profit motive to perform. "The prospect.of reduced profit
or no brofit on a Job causes parties to the contract to seek
methods for recovery [38:70]."

At this point, the possibility of recovery through

a claim may become the only way to make a project profit-
able.

When a project 1s in the red, the contractor usually
reviews its entire history thoroughly, looking for the
reasons why 1t 1s losing money. If he finds the owner
responsible in any way, he then exploits this with a
claim [24:334].

However, having mentioned the possibility of a loss of
profit being a motivator for the contractor to enter into
the disputes proﬁess,'thé following diécussion will assume
the claims forwarded by the contractor are caused by factors
other than a lack of contractor profit. The discussion of
claims and their causes will be discussed under the follow-
ing headings:

1. Defective specifications

2, Government personnel acting 1ﬁproper1y

18




- 3. Delays

~ 4. Changes

Defective Specificatlons

The discussion of claims in the literature often
"presents defecfive specifications as the most frequent type
of claim.forwarded by construction contractors (6:72; 34:
32-40)." Problems and disputes in this area result from a
failgre of the speciflcations to communicate the owner's
desires to the contractor (9:21; 29:33). The reasons for
these breakdbwns in communication usﬁally involvq the fol-
lowing: E
“ 1. Errors actually committed by the designer/
specifier in describing the owner's desires |

- 2. An unreasonable 1nterpretétion by thé contractor

of the specification requirements. i
Three of the claim categories listed in Chapter éne fall
within the defective specifications area of a cléimi 1) am-
biguitiés in specifications claims; 2) omissions)conflicts
in specification claims;'and‘3) errors in specifications
claims. |

Ambiguities occur when a qualitative or quantitative
déécription is used which has more than one reasonable inter-
pretation (9:19-20; 18:78; 27). Some words are so suscepti-
ble to misinterpretation by the contractor, and so difficult

to explain to a jury or ASBCA judge in possible subsequent
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disputes, that it is wiser‘to use another word or phrase to
describe a particular activity (29:33). Example of words to

avold or use with care include the following: all, any, and/

or, and, at, either, both, each, clean, smooth, square and

true, level, and exact (21).

Conflicts occur when the different requirements in
the specification do not contribute toward the homogeneous
product desired by the owner. This type of defect frequent-
ly occurs when insufficient time i1s allowed for specifica-
tion preparation (13:473). A common type of conflict
involves speéifications that do not match drawings (15:62),
a situation which may be avoided by preparing specifications
concurrently with drawings (17:78). Also conflicts are more
likely to occur when dimenslions, capaclties, and quantities
are shown in more than one place (29:33). Omissions (9:19;
13:475; 29:34; 38:70) occur when the specification fails to
describe a part of the desired end product. Disputes in
this area typically involve two closely related issues (3):

1. Should the omlssions have been obvious to the
contractor (often determined by comparisons with normal
trade practices)? If so, he is required to notify the
owner regarding the omission so the specification can be
corrected prior to contract award.

2. According to normal trade practices, did the
omission concern an item nearly always provided as a part

of the particular end product? If so, there 1s no need to

20
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include such a requirement in the specifications.

Specifications carry an implled warranty that if
they are complied with, a satisfactory product will result
(9:20). However, many specifications include requirements
‘that are impossible or impracticable to achleve (17:77-78;
18:78; 27). This type of defect may be caused by errors in
specifications, drawings, and/or design (24:469).

[An] impossibility quite often involves situations
in which performance and design specifications are
mixed, or situations where specifically named items
are unavailable [9:19].

On the other hand, it may also be caused by something as
simple as inconsistent dimensions (9:19). Although every
effort must be made to minimize impossible/impracticable
specifications, man is fallible and will continue to make
mistakes (13:47%4).

In addition to the causes cited above, there are
other more pervasive causes of defective specirications.
These underlying causes of derective specifications are dis-
cussed in the following paragraphs and include:

1. The dynamic nature of the construction envir-
onment ;

2. The methods used to develop specifications; and

3. The qualifications of the individuals preparing
the specifications.

The rapid rate at which the type of construction

materials and design methods are multiplying and changing
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/
makes it 1n5fea§ingly more_diffiéult for specifiers, design-
ers, and contractors to maintain a current knowledge of the
product lines aﬁd construction methods. As such, this |
dyﬁamic environment adds to the difficulty of producing a
specification free of defects (25), and may lead to omis-
slons, impossible or impracticable requirements, incorpora-
tion of inaccurate technical data in specifications, or
added difficulty in determining whether substitutions for
requirements in the specifications should be allowed (deter-
mination of "or equal")(18:78). The following situations
particularly cause problems for specifiers, designers, and
contractors:

1. When new products are specified (15:6; 24:469);

* 2. When old products are specifed in new applica-
tions (15:61; 24:469; 25); .

3. When specifiersidesigﬁers use new design or con-
struction methods for which the industry 1is not ready (24:
469; 25).

A practice which 2lso frequently results in contrac-
tual problems/disputes is the use'of standard contract docu-
ments (16). This practice frequently leads to outdated
and excessively voluminous specifications that also may not
fit the particular job (15:63; 17:78). Atteﬁpts to fit pre-
vious specifications to a new job--"cut and paste" specifi-
cations--frequently result in similar problems (24:469).

Another situatlon which further aggravates all other
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causes of defective specifications 1s the lack of competent

and experlenced specification writers (8; 15:50; 19; 31:22;
33:11). Schools are not producing individuals trained to
write specificétions (31:22). Additionally, the low start-

B AR

ing salaries for specifiers often attract inexperilenced,
lower quality individuals (8; 19). These individuals often ?
léck fleld construction experience, fhe abllity to write ;
clearly (33:11), and adequate knowledge of the rapidly ;
developing line of current products (31:22). The findings 2
of one very detailed study in the area of defective specifl- i
cations are presented in Tables B-2 and B-3, Appendix B. ;
This study analyzed the most frequent sources of problems §
with respect to producing an adequate set of specificatiéns %
as percelved by both owners and private design professionals ;
(8). | :
Thus, the literature shows that defective specifica- §
tions have been established by a number of investigators as E
a major type of claim which may result from many different ;
causes. L ) %
o , 4
Government Personnel Acting Improperly E
Another major ¢laim put forward by contractors éi
involves government personnel acting improperly. This type é
of claim may include improper inspection, unfair policies/ ;
provisions, improper terminetion procedures, or financial i
problems. | | ;3
- 7
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An important point which should be mentioﬁed here

involves the cooperative spirit between the government z..d 'i
the contractor. Frequently, due to the confliéting objec-
tives of the government and the contractor, an adversarial
relationship may develop between the two parties (11:96; 30; : 
38:70). Even when the government and contractor are both | '
cooberating, it 1s difficult to.successfully'compléte a éon—
struction contract. The existence of an adversarial réla- - . {;
tionship results in frequent confrpntations betweeh“the gov- '
ernment and contractor, which often impalr the effective-

ness of both parties. As such, an adversarial relationship %
between the government and contractor increases the likéli- :

hood or occurrence of a clainm.

Inspection. Inspection, like specifications, 1s a » e

particularly sensitive area in construction contfacts. Ry
Under the Air Force approach to construction, "We often see . o
the low bid contractor, who provides only what he interprets
to be adequate response to the plans and specs in order to jﬂ
maximize his profits [11:96]." On the other hand, the Air ig
Force construction management team, with the inspector as | . :?

its front-line representative, interprets the contract docu-

ments in a way that will maximize the results they expect
to produce (11:96). According to AFR 89-1, the inspection
effort must insure that

The construction contractor adheres to the approved
plans and specifications to insure that the completed
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project provides a complete and usable facility that
satisfles the requirement for which it was originally

//// Justified [37:p.3-10].

Naturally, because the contractor and 1n$péctor have dif-

T ferent objectives, everythiﬁg the inspector says»or does
15 subject to criticism and possible sult (7:78; 18:78).
Thus, it 1is important that the inspector maintain a formal,
arms-length, businesslike relationship with the contractor,
and not overstep his authority (7:78; 30:58).

Due to the sensitive nature of inspectors' dutiles,
close superVision and control of inspectors' actions in the
field are required in order to reduce the chance of Qis-
putes. This need for close supervision 1s made more acute
by the fact that the low salaries and fees prbvided to in-
spectors often attract low quality personnel (7:78). How-
ever, there 1s also an increasing shortage of competent

- resident engineers_(the inspector's supervisor). Thus, the
construction industry is currently plagued by incompetent
inspectors and inadequate supervision of inspectors' actions
in the field (18:78). -

Due to the "numérous court cases throughout the
state of California whereby people filed suit . . . for

incompetent and nonexistent inspection [12:20]," California

enacted a construction inspector practice law in 1978 to
come into full effect by 1980 (12:20). This law requires
inspectors to pass a written exam and register with the
state Board of Registered Construction Inspectors.

25




The law sets up four divisions of inspectors:
engineering inspectors, bullding inspectors, specilalty
inspectors (of which there are about 14 kinds), and
code enforcement inspectors. . . [12:20].

Several other states have adonted or are considering con-
struction inspection laws.

One of the most critical of the inspector s tasks 1s
proper documentation.

The legal principles applicable to any design or

construction case are typically quite basi¢ and uncom-
plicated. . . . It 1s the assembly and proof of facts

that 1s so eriticsal. . . .

For this reason, documentation should not be taken
lightly or relegated to lower echelon personnel [32:40].

The process of'QOcumentation may be subdivided into a number
of subtasks: "i) Recognition, collectlon and recordation.
2) Reporting, distribution, and transmission. 3) Initial
utilization. 4) Storage. 5) Retrieval [32:40]." Each of
these steps relies strongly on the other steps. One weak
link can break éhe chain. Additionally, the documentation
system should be easy to use, efficient, and effective. In
order to be effective, the evidence collected must possess
the following characteristics: 1) accuracy, 2) objectivity,
" 3) completeness, 4) uniformity, 5) credibility, and 6) admis-
sability of evidence (22; 32:40).

Proper documentation i1s essential once a dispute has
been initiated. Prior to the dispute hearing, the parties
to the lawsult can probably get information about the docu-

mentation in the hands of the othef party. If the facts in

26




LI

T T

the documentation favor the party from whom the documents

are requested, the discovering party may not be as likely
to continue fhe dispute (22; 32:40-41).

One representative study included a questionnaire
with the purpose of identifying the most frequent problems
with inspection in construction contracts (35). Forty-one
percent of the responses from owners, consultants, and inde-
pendent inspection agencles indicated the problems are
related to the lack of competent inspectors, 26 percent of
the responses indicated the problems are related to incom-
petent contractor personnel, and approximately 33 percent
of the problems are related to policies or conditions, such:
as

1. Low fees and iow salaries for inspegtors

2. Specifications produced/used that makelinspec;
tion difflcult and compliance hard to enforce

3. Contractors cutting corners

4. Owners not realizing the importance of funding
for good full-time inspection

5. Uneven work loads that make it difficult to main-
tain a permanent staff. _ '

~From the contractor's herspective, the following
are the most frequently encountered problems with respect to

inspection in construction contracts:(35):
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1. Specification interpretation by inspectors (29%)1

2. Work hab%ts of inspectors (29%)
3. Lack of expefience by inspectors (20%)
4, {nepector interference wivh contractor's
operation.(IOX) '
5\ Attitude of inspectors (8%).
6. Henesty of inspectors (2%)

7. Lack of technical training by inspectors (2%)

Unfair policies/provisions and clauses. The con-

" tractor often claims that certain policies/provisions in the

contract are unfair (1:62; 6:72; 9:26,28; 17:77; 18:78; 24:
469). The vocabulary used in the literature to describe
this type of dispute includes such terms as liquidated dam-
ages, policies/unfair provisions, and broad exculpatory
clauses.

If contracts are not written and administered fairly,
disputes will surely arise (18:78). Recently the courts
have been ruling in favor of the contractor in claims involv-
ing policies/unfalr provisions or broad exculpatory clauses
claims (9:26-27; 18:78). Since contracts are developed by

owners and for owners, contractors were being abused in some

1For the above-mentioned study, percentages refer
to the number of times an answer is given by one of the
respondents. Each respondent may report more than one prob-

lem area.
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instances. Thus, to restore equity in contfacts, the courts

have been supportihg contractors in disputes involving

unfair policies/broad exculpatory clauses.

The use of owner-prepared schedules also results in
contract disputes (17:77). If the contractor falls behind
schedule, he often assertsthabmeeting the owner-prepared

schedule would have been impossibie or impractical.

Improper termination procedures. The c¢laim of gov-

ernment personnel acting improperly may also occur in the
form of improper termination procedures. The literature

presents three subcategories of improper termination pro-

- cedures: 1) improper termination for default, 2) improper

termination for convenience, and 3) defective cure notice
(1:62; 6:72; 3&:32-&0). Disputes in the area of improper
termination procedures generally lnvolve the terms of the

termination and whether the actlions taken by the government

were warranted.

Firancial problems. Another subéategory of "govern-

ment personnel acting improperly" claims is known as finan-
clal problems. It involves incldents whereby some act com-
mitted by the government creates unwarranted flnancial
difficulties for the contractor which are detrimental to the
contractor's performance (34:32-40). The important issues

in this type of claim involve whether or not the government

was responsible for the financial difficulties experienced
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by the contractor and/or the extent to which these financial

difficulties impaired the contractor's performahce.

Delays
The literature also reveals that claims may be for-

warded when the contractor's performance is delayed by
fofces beyond his or her control; these are known as delay
claims. IWhenever the contractor's performance is delayed by
forc?s beyond his control, the government must provide addi-
tional time and/or money to the contractor. Two of the

major sources of delays are government action/non-action and

"acts of God/labor movements. This type of dispute often

results in the most expensive claims (24:469).

Government caused delays. Contract disputes often

occuf as a result of government caused delays. Any delay
caused by the government affects the contractor's schedule,
and thus results in additional costs (24:333-334). This
type of dispute 1nv61ves whether the owner or contractor was
responsible for the delays, and/or how much additional cost
was a result of the delays. \

There are many ways in which 6be owner (the govern-
ment), the engineer, or the contractor,ﬁay cause delays
(24:333-334). Some examples of owner Laused dela&s include: .

delaying contract award; faili to give access to

the work site; letting other contracts in the same
area; delaylng decision; failing to)| pay for extra work,

to settle change order costs, apﬁro e submissions, or
provide burrow and dump sites [24:333].

30




The engineer may delay the contractor by "falling to approve

shop drawings or materials on time, gilving ambiguous direc-
tions, wrongfully rejecting work, or refusing to accept

materials that meet specifications [24:333]."

Acts of God or labor movements. Acts of God include

such things as unusually harsh weather or natural disasters
which unexpectedly delay the contractor;s performance.

Labor movements involve such things as union strikes which
greatly reduce the readily available supply of labor. There
13 a clause in government contracts which states the contrac-
tor is not held responsible for delays due to acts of God or
labor movements (Department of Defense Standard Form 23-A;

General Provisions: Construction Contract, Rev. H-?S){

‘Therefore, disputes involving these types of delays often

result when the government believes the factors causing the .
delay were controllable by the contractor, and/or agreemcnt
between the government and contractor cannot be reached

regarding the exact effect of these delays.

Changes
Another frequent type of claim discussed in the lit-

erature is changes claims (4:19-20; 11:96; 14:20; 2&5369;
28; 38:40). There are three subcategories of changes

claims:

1. Government and contractor failure to agree on
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terms of a change issued by the contracting officer (1:62;
9:20; 11:96; 24:u469):

2. Changed site conditions (9:20; 14:154; 20; 38:
70)

3. Constructive changes (24:469).
As such, changes claims result when the government and the
contractor fall to agree on whether a change to the original
contract actually occurred, and/or the terms of the change
order (9:19-20; 11:96; 14; 24:469; 38:469). Fallure to
agree on whether a change actually occurred applies mainly

to changed site conditions and constructive changes.

Failure to agree on terms of a change. This type of

change claim involves situations in which the government and
contractor fail to agree on the terms of a change (9:19;
11:96; 24:469). For example, when a contracting officer
makes a change to the contract, the contractor performs the
work associated wlith the change, and the government and con-
tractor later negotlate the time and money compensation for
the change. Many times the government and contractor fail
to reach an agreement on the terms of a change. When this
situation occurs, the contracting officer may unilaterally
issue whatv he or she believes to be failr compensation for
the change to the contract. If the contractor disagrees

with these terms, a dispute results which may end in a claim.
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Thus, at any time a change to the contract occurs, a claim

may result.

There are four major causes for changes in contracts:

1) changes due to design defects (4; 28:26), 2) changes
requested by the owner (Q; 28:26), 3) changes in criteria
(4), and 4) changed site conditions (U4). These éhanges most
frequently occur during construction or modification of'hos-
- piltals, barracks, and senior headquarters facilities, as.
well as during pollution abatement and energy related proj-
ects (U4). The magnitude of changes in government construc-
tion conéracts is estimated to be between 8 and 11 percent
of the initial contract amount, approximately the samé as

found in non-government construction contracts (U; 28:26).

Changed conditlons. Changed conditions occur when

the conditions as specified in the contract do not match‘the
actual conditions encountered by the contractor at the con-
struction site (9:20,28; 14:154; 20; 38:70). The government
and cohtrﬁctor may disagree as to whether changed condifibns
actually occurred and/or the effects of the changed coﬁdi-
tions on the contractor's performance. Some examples of
changed conditions include the following (9:28; 38:40):

1. Fallure by the ownér to disclose superior know-
ledge in the documents |

2. Subsurface conditions not as indicated by soil

borings
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3. Fallure by pfeceding contractor to complete work
on time. |
In most instances changed cgnditions cannot be anticlipated
or are of such diverse character that they are not readily
controllable (4). They occur most often below ground rather
than above ground. Since heavy subsurface construction work
is extremely expensive today, changed conditions assoclated
with underground work are usually extremely costly, running ’

into millions of dollars (14:154-155).

Constructive changes. Constructive changes are

changes other than those directed by the corcracting officer

that lead to extra.costs for the contractor (24:469). This Z
type of change occurs when some act committed by the govern-
ment reasonably leads a contractor to believe that the gov-
ernment wants a change to the original contract, althodgh
the government did not actually desire a change. Thus, dis-
putes in the area 6f constructive changes involve whether

a government act reasonably led the contréctbr to belleve j
the government wanted a change. The amount of adjustments i
of money and construction time ﬁésociatédlﬁitﬁmfﬁé éﬁ;ﬁéeir N Wﬂrhw;'!

may also be disputed. Constructive changes have beéome

very popular dispute issues (24:469).

Conclusion

The literature identifles various types of claims

which occur in constructlon contracts. The claims closely i
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resemble the claim categories described and listed in Chap-
ter One. . Many of the studieé in the literature also devel-
oped rankings of the frequency of odéurrence of the various
types of claims. There 1is quite a disparity between the
rankings provided in theSe studies. Thus, an absolute rank-
ing of the frequency of occurrence of the various claim
categories doeé not exist.‘

For two of the types of claims, defective specifi-
cations claims and inspection claims, comprehensive rankings
of the frequency of occurrence of the direct causes of these'
types of claims have been developed. However, no such rank-
ings of diréctvcauses have been developed for phe other types
of claims.

The literature also identifies many different types
of factors which influence the occurrence of claims in con-
struction contracts:

1. Direct causes (closely resembling pertinent fécts
as described in Chapter One) of specific types of claims;

2. Distinguishing characteristics of projects
(closely resemﬁling project features as described in Chapter
One) which influence the likelihood of a claim o&curring

3. A lack of contractor profit in the project which
influences the ﬂikelihood of a c¢laim occurring

4, An adversarial relationship between the govern-
ment and contractor which influences the 1likelihood of a

claim occurring,
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The relationship'bétween the claims and their causes is very B

complex and difficult to understand, since claims often result
from multiple causes.
No previous study has attempted to analyze this com-

plex network of factors. 3
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The methodology of this research included two steps:
data collecﬁion and data analysis.. The data collection step
involved gathering seéondary data from a literature review
and primary data from sixty ASBCA cases. The data analysis
step involved applying statistical techniques to the primary
data from the data collection phasé. Both steps of the
methodology are discussed in this chapter.

Data Collection

Sources of Data

Secondary data were gathered in 2/99’
literature review on constructioﬁééﬁﬁiizct disputes and
related topics. The results qr the literature review are
presented in Chapter Two. The role of this secondary data
was to hélp the authors determine what project features,
claim categories, and pertinent facts have been identified
by previous reseérch.

Primary data from 60 disputed Air Force construction
contract cases weve collected by examining case decisions of
ASBCA hearings. These case decislions, called "decisions;
henceforth, are bound in annual volumes with other Boards of
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Contract Appeals (BCA) decisions (3). They are written by
the presiding ASBCA Jjudge.

- e e
RGNS DRAARA

Each decision contains an introduction, a "findings

of fact" sectilon, and a section containing the Judge's rul- ;
ing on individual claims. The introduction seétion is a _ A

_ brief summary of the claims and major 1issues of the case. * 5
It also 1n¢1udes a 1list of attorneys on the case for both f
the government and the cpntractor. The findings of fact sec- _ . ;
tion contaihs an explanation of all facts relevant to the E
nature of the claim(s). The section is actually a serles of ;
'"findings," sometimes numbered. Each finding deals with 5
some minor point of contention (subordinate to the claim) cr ?
some fact whlich helps to clarify the reasons for the claim, %
the role of the partiéipants, or tée particlipants® actlons g
*’“ff'“ﬁhéiﬁg'fﬁ; parforlmeenhedan:ract . The discussion in ;
each finding 1s usually based on the judge's evaluation of ;
testimony by witnesses for both parties to the dispute. ;
The last element of the decision is the judge's rul- 'g

ings on the claims of the case. If the case 18 being de-
cided on the basis of entitlement (non-quantitative) only,
this section contgins a ctatement on the’validity of>each
party's position on the claims, and a ruling on which posi-
tion 1s correct. If the case 13 decided on the basis of
both entitlement and quantum, the ruling on each party's
position 1s followed by a ruling on the correct amounts of
time and/or money to be awarded. This section also includeé
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legal information, such as precedent citations or explana-

‘tions of appropriafe legal procedures.

The ASBCA cases in the BCA casebooks can be distin-
guished from other BCA cases by using the various indices
at the beginning of each volume,

This study will only be concerned with disputes at
the ASBCA level (instead of cases from the other levels of
the dispute process described in Chapter One). There are
séveral reasons:

1. The ASBCA level 1is preferred over the Contract-'
ing Officer level since the ASBCA case decisions are a more
uhiform and objJective reporting of the facts and outcomes
of a dispute than the individual contract case files (2).

2. Cases which have advanced to the ASBCA level
take_on an added degree of significance over the Contract-
ing Officer level cases because the ASBCA level cases usu-

ally involve added administrative and professional costs

(6:72).

3; 'JudicialriQGei céses aféwﬁégmééﬁéid;red because

fewer cases advance to that level. The greater number of
construction contract disputes end up at the ASBCA level
(256).

4, The ASBCA deals with more defense contracts than
the judicial level courts and has more familiarity with

problems unique to defense construction contracts (6:72).
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The Research Population

The reseaich population for this study consists of
all Air Force construction contract dispute cases which met
all of the following criteria: .

1. The decision was rendered by the ASBCA between
1977 and 1981. '

2. The project was located within the United States.

3. The'namé of the Air Force base was mentioned in
the decision. |

4. The case was the initial appeal of a given dis-
| pute, not a "recon?ideration" of an earlier board decision.

These .criteria were established to ensure the appli-
cablility of the findings to current Air Force construction
contract management in the U.S. The last two criteria also
ensured that the cases were Air‘Force cases and that all the
information 1tems réduired for this study_were present in
the decisions. There wére 104 cases in this population

(see Appendix C).

The Research Sample

The cases in the populat;on were listed in chrono-
logical order and 60 were selected Ly a judgement sampling
technique. Starting with year 1981 of the population cases,
every other case was chosen until 60 cases had been selected,
which occurred in the year 1977. Later, the 60 cases were
divided up between team members, who checked them again to
be sure that they met eligibility requirements. This
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forced removal of some cases from the populatlion case 1list.

To f1l11l those slots on the sample 1ist, some of the cases
that had been skipped earlier in the sampling procedure

were selected.

The number of cases chosen (60) was based on prelim-.
inary estimates by the researchers of the amount of time
necessary to review and analyze an ASBCA case. This conven-
lence criterion was then used to estimate how many cases the

researchers could cover 1in a reascnable period of time.

“ase Review Form

Once the sample cases had been selected, the next
step was to extract information from each ¢ase and put it
into a format which could be used for statistical analysis
and ,interpretation. In order to accdmplish this, a case

review form was developed.

The case review form 1s a vehicle for recording

relevant Information relating to claims. It fulfilled two

important roles:

i. It offered a central location for all relevant
- information on a case. If 1t was necessary to refer to a
given case at a later point for clarification, the case
review form was a ready reference sheet.

2. It provided consistency among the evaluations
of different cases. Since the form contalned the same ele-

ments of information for every case, 1t allowed cases to be
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evaluated on a common basis. This produced uniformity by

reducing the variation due to the individual characteris-

tics of the researchers.

Development of the Form

The first step in the design of the case review form
was to determine appropriate entries for the form. The
entries were based on applicable construction contract infor-
mation from the literature review, the prior knowledge of
the researchers, and an initial review of eight ASBCA cases
(not necessarily the same as those on the sample list)(see
Appeﬁdix D). This initial case review, conducted by both
team members, was designed to find additional pertinent
facts and claim categorlies, and to confirm the applicability
of those suggesfed by the literature review.

As a result of the initlal case review and survey of
existing information, a draft case review form was developed.
The draft form was then used by both team members to review
another eight cases (different from those in the initial

case review, .and not necessarily the same as those in the

sample 1list). The results of the two case reviews were then )
compared. This second case review was used to ensure the

case review form accurately collected the required informa-

tion from the cases. The review was also intended to ensure

that both team members had a similar understanding of the

meaning of the entries on the form.

-
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When the second case review was complete, a final

. case review form was developed (Figure 3.1).

Description of the Form

The final case review form contains the following

five sections: ,
1. Heading. The heading section includes informa-
tion which helps to locate the case if the write-up in the

casebooks must be referred to later for more details. The

heading also helps to establish the ldentity of a given case-

through the case number, date, and the name of contractor

(which 1s also the title of the case).

2. Case information. This section includes infor-
mation concerning the outcome of the claim énd the basils of
decision (entitlement and quantum), as well as the amounts

claimed and awarded.
3. Project features. This information describes

the nature of the project assoclated with the claim. For
example, the type of work involved in the project and the
design discipline required for the work associated with the
claim are both mentioned.

4., Claim categories. These items are intended to
correspond directly to the claims of the cases. They might
be the actual title of a claim, based on a contract clause
(1.e., differing site conditidné) or a general categoriza-

tion of the type of claim (i.e., ambiguous specifications).
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‘ 5. Pertinent facts. Pertinent facts help to ex-

plain why a given claim occurred. They give information
related to the performance phase of a project, and any other
facts the judge felt were pertinent to the nature of a

claim.,

Using the Form

After the final case review form had been déveloped

and tested, it was used to examine the 60 cases in the sam-

- ple. (See Appendix C for the completed forms.) In order to

decide which claim categories were appr@priate in a given
deciéion, the concluding‘(rulings) section of the decision
was inspected. _If there were two or mofe claims in one case
(a "multiple claim case"), a separate form was used for each
claim, since each claim had its own individual characteris-~
tics, and could have been appealed apar# from other claims
if the appellaht_had chosen to do s0. j
Appropriate pertinent facts couid éome from any
part of the decision (introduction, finéings, or rulings),
as long as they-were relevant to'the nature of the claim.
A pertinent fact might relate to a contractor actior or a
government action. It might have been based on a point
which was brought up by the contractor's attorney, the gov-
ernment's attorney, or the Judge himself. It was possible

to have more than one pertinent fact for a given claim cate-

gory. The final decisions on appropriaﬁeness of pertinent’
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facts from each case were based on the team members' mutual
understandiné of the meanings of the individual pertinent
facts on the case review form. Additional and new pertinent
facts were selected on the basis of a similar mutual under-
standing of the general nature of pertinent facts.

For multi-claim cases, an evaluation was made of
the applicable pertinent facts for each claim. In such
instances, one pertinent fact might relate to all of the
claims. For example, in a case with two claims (differing
site conditions and ambiguous specifications), the same
pertinent fact (poor documentation) might apply to both
claim categories. On the other hand, each claim category
might have 1its own unique pertinent facts.

Each of the last three sections of the form contain
blanks for comments and additional items (project features,
claim categoriés, and pertinent facts). These blanks gave
the researchers an opportunity, while reading the cases,
to explain or expand on an item which was not clear-cut,
or to propose a new item 1f appropriate. The comments
 blanks gave enough information concerning crucial issues
that 1t would not be necessary to refer to the casebooks 1if
a later reorganizatlon of claim cateééries and pertinent
facts occurred. The additional item blanks were used to
1ist an appropriate project feature, claim category, or

pertinent fact that was not on the 1list.

L6




Review of the Completed Forms

After all the cases in the sample had been reviewed,
the investigators determined what case information items,
project features, claim categories, and pertinent facts
resulted from the data collection step. As a result of the

conference, a list of these items was prepared (see Appendix

E).

Coding and Categorizing the Information

The 1list of items resulting from the data collection
step was condensed to a list of four case information items,
five project features, seven claim categories, and eleven
pertinent facts. The condensing process was necessary for
efficient application of statistical techniques. Numerical
codes were then assigned to the lists of seven claim cate-

gories and eleven pertinent facts so that the data could be

‘statistically analyzed.. Figure 3.2 presents an overview of

the coding process.

Project features were merged with case informatidn
to form a special group called "analysis factors." This
group was developed strictly for statistical analysis.
Although the two types of information have different mean- .
ings, they have structures which are similar enough to war-
rant grouping them together for analysis purposes. Both
project features and casevinformatioﬁ have a number of dif-

ferent possible modes of occurrence. These modes of
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Claim Pertinent Project Case
Categories Facts Features Information
[ ]
9
Analysis .
Factors
(plus)
Subcategories
' V] U .
7 11 9
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(1,2,...,7) (0,1,2,...,10) (1,2,...,9)
(plus)
code values
for
subcategories
Code
List "

Fig. 3.2. Coding process
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occurrence are called "subcategories" of analysis factors.

.. For example, the analysis factor "design discipline” has

four suhcategories: electrical, mechanical, civil, and
structural. Some analysis factors (such as size of contract)
did not have a clear set of existing subcategories because
their possible values ranged in whole number intervals from
zero to the largest values. .Arbitrary subcategories were
developed for these analysis factors, and numerical codes
were assigned to all analysis factors and their subcatego-
ries.

The result of establishing code§ for analysis fac-
tors, pertinent facts, and claim categorles was a pdde list
(see Appendix F). The coding of the actual data was then
performed by assigning appropriate code values (from the
code list) to analysis factors, claim categories, and perti-
nent facts from the case review forms. The following
sequence was used to list the code values for each claim:

1. Analysis factor code

2. Subcateogry code

3. Claim category code

4, Pertinent fact code
Two of the analysis factors, "award amount™ and "claim
amount,” did not appear in every claim. They were omitted
from some sets of data elements.

The results of the coding process were alist of data

points, each corresponding to a different combination of
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analysis factors, claim categoriles, and pertinent faéts.

Data Analysis

An analysls of the data was'performéd to ldentify
relationships existing between the féliowing three types
of facfors: 1) analysis factors, 2) pértinent facts, and-
3) claim categories. The main focus was on identifying
strongly positive corrélations, since these correlations
would ehable conclusions to be drawn.

The analysls was performed through ankincremental
process, using a computerized statiétical package called
the Biomedical Parametric Package (BMDP)(10). First,
acceptable contingency tables had to ‘be produced for analy-
s8ls factors versus pertinent facts versus claim categories;
The contingency tables had to meet two criteria:

1. The contingency tables had to contain a small
number of sampling zeros.

2. The combination of categories corresponding to
each cell of the table had to interact to provide meaning- -
ful information.

Sampling errors appear as zero values in the cells
of contingency tables. These zeros occur because the combi-
nation of events corresponding to the zero-value cells doesA
not occur within the sampling data.

_ ’Contingency tables with a high percentage of sam-
vpling zeros provide misleading statistical results. The
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dependgncy within- a contingency table 1s determined by the
degree of trends within the data. A zero-value cell results
in a strong negative correlation between those events corre-
sponding to the zero-value cell. Thus, a high number of
sampling zeros leads to a high number of strongly negative
correlations. This high humber of negative correlatiqns
ihdicatesvavcertain trend in the data--the tendency of cer-
tain combinations of events not to occur together. Since
the dependency within a contingency table'is determined by
the degree of trends within the data, this trend qaused by
the sampling zeros indicates thére is a statistically depen-
dent relatiohship between the different dimensions of the
table. This determination of a dependent relationship may
be misleading when a high number of sampling zeros exists,
because the cells containing positive values may not support
the finding of a statistically dependent relationship. As
such, the extension of the dependent relationship to the posi-
tive value cells may lead to faulty interpretations of the
data. ' '
The number of zero-value cells can be reduced by a
process called "collapsing," which involves combining rows
or columns in such a way as to eliminate as many zero-value
cells as possible, while still allowing for meaningful
interprétations.’ Care was taken to collapse only categories

with appropriate similarities. Although collapsing normally

results in a reduction in the degree of specificity of
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conclusions, if categories are combined properly, the ana-

lyst can stlll develop more general but meaningful conclu-

T, e
A Lo

sions. ) | E
Once acceptable_contingency tables were produced, %
these tables were tested for statlstically significant é
dependent relationships between the various dimensions of ‘ ?i
"the contingeney tables. The Pearson Chi-Sguare Test was i
used to determine dependence between the rows and columns . ;
(10:252). Since the test for dependence was performed ?
at the 90 percent significance level, the u-value of the
test 1s 0.1. Thus, there 1s a statistically significént ;
relationshgp between the dimensions of a contingency table v ;
when the'prvalue produced for the contingency table 1s less %
than 0.1. }
| 3
Residual values were produced for each cell of those ﬁ
contingenc& tables which indicated dependent }elationships ';
between th; dimensions of the table. Since the "residuals E
are measur?s of the difference between the obsérved‘and %f
expected vélues of the cells [10:268]," the magnitudec of the %
residuals indlcates the degree of correlation between -, e- E
cific categories of one dimension of the table and zrecific ‘ g
categories of other dimensions of the table. The degree of :é
correlation indicates the tendency of specific values of the ) é:
different dimensions of tables to occur together. Specific §§
interpretations were then drawn from these tendencies. Eé
v

ey
:'A-';'t
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CHAPTER FOUR

FINDINGS

Three-Way Analysis

The initial analysis irvolved a three-dimensional
multiway table. The purpose of this analysis teéhnique is

to A
attain e description of the relatlionship between
the factors of the table, either by forming a moiel
for the data or by testing and ordering the importance
of interactions between the factors [10:297].
The three dimensions of the table were: 1) analysis factors,
2) pertinent facts, and 3) claim categories. Due to the
nature of the data, one dimenslon of each table consisted
of the subcategoriles 9? one of the analysis facfors, and
the second and third dimensions of each table included all
of the pertinent facts and claim categories, respectively.
(A three-way analysis 1s illustrated in Table 4.1.)

In the first set of three-dimensional tables pro-
duced, the claim categories and pertinent facts were grouped
into 7 and 11 categories, respectively (see Appendix H).
Total numbers of occurrences of each analysis factor, perti-
nent fact, and claim category were provided with each table
(Table 4.2). These total values indicated that an insighif-
icant number of data points existed for award amount, so

this analysls factor was omitted from further analysis.
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TABLE 4.2
- TOTAL OCCURRENCES OF VARIABLES
Subcategories Total -~ Subcategories Total
ENTLMT#* 100 ' FR5T20T 18
BOTH | 26 FR20T50T 33
- KTR ' 37 : OVER50T | 12
GOVT o 89 . UNDER1T 12
) ELEC 18 FR1T10T 5
MECH 13 | OVER10T 6
CIVIL - 32 ‘ UND10OT 39
STRUC 70 , FR100T 1M 4y
NE ' 17 OVERIMIL 24
SE 28
MIDWEST 52 Claim Catégories Total
WEST 29 ‘ DELAY 18
TAC 32 ERROR 11
SAC | 30 - DIFFSC 18
MAC 23 - CHANGES 21
OTHER 41 - AMBIG 36
NEWCONSTR 36 OMISS 10.
ADDTN 26 | | COPROB 21
ALTER. 25
‘ REPAIR 42
UNDERST 33
¥Names of subcategories ;nd other varliables are
shown as computerized variable names (see Appendix G).
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TABLE 4.2 - Continued

Pertinent Facts Total
NONE . 15
FAILREAD éu
SITEINV 11
KTRDELAY 11
ADDITIVE b
UNDERES 5
WARRANTY 2
GOVTMGT 16 -
KTRMGT 25
\ KTREXP 13
\ . SUBMTL 7
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Additionally, these tables included a great many sampling

zeros (see example, Table 4.1), which indicated that the
statistical findings were unrellable. Thﬁs, the categories
of this first set of tables had to be collapsed to reduce
the number of sampling zeros.

It was determined that collapsing pertinent fact
catégories would be more beneficial than collapsing either
cla.m categories or analysis facfors. Not only d4id many of
the pertinent fact categoriles contain a high percentage of
sampling zeros, but these'categories also exhibited the
greatest degree of similarity between categories.

The pertinent fact categories were collapsed through
an incremental process in an attempt to pfoduce a cont;ﬂ-
gency table with an acceptable number of sampling zeros,
which still providéd for the mdst meaningful conclusions
possible. The pertinent facts were first reduced from 11 to
7 categories. The categpries of additives, Warranty, con-
tractor's experience, and submittals were selected as candi-
dates for collapsing. These categories occurred only a
total of 4, 2, 13, and 7 times, respectively, out of the
126 total occurrences of pertinent facts. Additives was
combined with failure to read specifications; warranty and
contractor's experience combined with contractor's manage-
ment; and Submittals was combined with gofernment management.
These groupings were selected.based on siﬁilarities between
the categories. However, the tables produced using these
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new.groupings of pertinent fact categories still contained

nearly 50 percent sampling zeros (see Table 4.3). Thus,
the pertinent fact categories had to be further collapsed.
The pertinent facts were next collapsed to 4 cate-

gories. The categories considered for collapsing were

site investigation, contractor delay, additive, underesti-
mation, warranty, contractor's experience, dnd submittals.
These categories contained total values of 12, 11, 4, 5, 2,
13, and 7, respectively. Table 4.4 indicates which cate-
gorlies were grouped together and the titles given to these
groupings. This level of collapsing represented the mini-
'mum level to which pertinent facts could be collapsed and
still provide for meaningful interpretations of the data.
However, within these thrée-diménsional tables nearly one-
third of the ceils still contained sampling zeros--too large
a number of zero velue cells to provide reliable statistical
findings (see example, Table 4.5). |

In order to further reduce ?he sampling zeros to an

acceptable level, either analysis factors or claim catego-
'ries had to be further collapsed. After careful considera-
tion of both types of factors, it was determined that only
clalm categories could be further collapsed. Therefore, the
categories of omission and errors in specifications wer: com-
bined with ambiguous specifications to reduce the claim

categories from seven to five. Three-way contingency tables

were then produced for each an2lysis factor with five claim
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TABLE 4.3

EXAMPLE OF THREE-WAY CONTINGENCY TABLE

WITH SEVEN PERTINENT FACT CATEGORIES

TME FOLLOMING TI8LE IS ANALY2I0.
cc

14

PF (§ 4]

NONE FAILREAD SITEINV KTROELAY UNOZARES .lfllsf
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J€Lar
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OtEFsSC
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angls
anN{es
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O€Lay
EROQOR
BIFFSC
CHANGES
ANNLS
IN(SS
Cirnos

LAY
(4171 ]
otrrsc
CNANGES
Amis
Qn(ss
carnce

STaugr OELAY

oefOR
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otrrsc
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3N(sS
cerPros
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3
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t
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[ 4
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4
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1
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TABLE 4.4
COLLAPSING OF PERTINENT FACTS FROM 11 TO 4 CATEGORIES

B List of 4 Collapsed List of 11 Previously
Categories Existing Categories
1. None ' None '
2. Prebid Issues - Fallure to Read Specifi-
' cations \

Site Investigation
Additive _
Underestimation
3. Contractor Management Contractor Delay
. Warranty
- | | | Contractor's Experience
' Contractor's Management
/ | |  Submittals

/ 4, Government Management Government Management
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. TABLE 4.5

EXAMPLE OF THREE-WAY CONTINGENCY TABLE
WITH FOUR PERTINENT FACT CATEGORIES

THE FOLLIWING T33LE TS INALYZID.
PF [§.4]

ac .
NINE PRERID .KTRMGT Govrnar

3 c

1§ 14 otLAY
CRRSR
OLFFsSC
CHANGES
ANBIG
antss
coPROS

Lo oeLaY
CRROR
. _otFesc
_ CHANGES
. AMSIG
ongss
2oeR0B

cly OELAY
CRAOR
pieesc
CHANGES
Asnte
Q913
coPRoOe

sTace JCLar

. £RRGY
otFrsc
CHANGES
ASMIG
Ingss
<IPR08

[ ]
EUNNENG NUNOAND 0O0PRCOG0 0OPOWOE
..

.

RO WUNDr DPOOPNGN HOOMNOO® ~ODOOON

CPNIVO Y NEURNEN PO EO® HONWD mw
.

UOOUEOrY NONCOONH COOSONE® NOBO™

eFAR ANALYS3IS, «S03 13 ASIE0 T TACH CILL ABOVE
TMZ TOTAL FREQUINCY IS 138
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categoriés and four pertinent facts. However, these con-
tingency tables still contained more than 25 percent sam-
pling zeros (see example, Table 4.6), so these tables were

still unacceptable.

Two-Way Analysis

Since no further collapsing could be accomplished
and still providé meaningful information regarding three-
way relationships between the three types of factors, two-
dimensional analysis was performed. Transitioning from
three-way to two-way analysis has essentially the same
effeét as 1f all categories in one of the dimensions were
collapsed into only one category. Thus, two-dimenslonal
analysis should produce substantlally fewe:. sampling zeros
than did three-dimensional analysis.

Analysis was then performed on the following two-
dimensional sets:

1. Analysis factors and claim categories

2. Analysis factors and pertinent facts

3. Pertinent facts and claim categories

Thé same incremental process of collapsing that was .
used 1in the three-way analysis was also used in the two-
dimensional analysis. An acceptable number of sampling
zeros occurred with tables at the polint where pertinent
facté had been collapsed to four categoriés, and neither

claim categories nor analysls factors had been collapsed.
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TABLE 4.6

: EXAMPLE OF THREE-WAY CONTINGENCY TABLE WITH FOUR
¢ - PERTINENT FACT CATEGORIES AND FIVE CLAIM CATEGORIES

B ’ oo ! e FOLLIYING TILT I3 3MALYZITe
e ec t or ey
3 € : mems FREBID  XTANGT  GOVTHGT

MEWCONST DELAY
QiFFsSC
SHANGES
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Drro
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reeze
CrangE:
. 4 svezg
T~ . , ‘ samrag

. !
A . . area DELAY
: oIF¥SC
SHANGES
AMIG
COPROB

-
HNIPNG OFOeD NP o
*

REPAIR  DELAY

: 0LFFSC

— CHANGES
ANS15

caralg

> SO ANALYSIS. «%3% IS 27330 10 IaCM CILL ad0ve

00 50 0% 04 00 00 50 =0 00 9 0 19 0 I 0 4SS F 0 0-g B4 g Do+
PONM N0 rD HEREOr DOMNg
A 0 ) 00 pv lad 2 X X BN ¥ Y Y X - X 'Y X

UWOUIR WRBGON HOMHWE W

THZ TITAL Fedulver 13 129




' Test for Dependence Between Factors

The Pearson Chi-Square Test was then performed on
the two-dimensional tables in which pertinent facts had
been collapsed to four categories. Since the test was per-
formed at the 90 percent significance level, the probabllity
value (p-value) provided with each contingency table was com-
pared against an a of 0.1. If the p-value was less ‘than
e = 0.1, then a dependent relationship existed between the .
dimensions of the table (see Table U4.T7).
The three different combinations of factors listed
below were treated as three separate sets for possible
further analysis:
1. _Analysis factors and claim categories
2. Pertlnent facts and claim categories
3. Analysis factors and pertinent facts
Unless every table within a set indicated a depgndent rela-
tionship between its two dimensions, the entirevset of
tables was omitted from further analysis. By omitting éate-
gorles that did not meet this criterion, a more consistent
level of concluslons may later be drawn from the analyéis.
Thus, only analysls factors versws claim categories and per-
tinent facts versus claim categories were considered for
further analysis. Analysis factors versus pertinent facts

was omltted at this point from all further analysis.
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Residual Values

As the last step of the actual statistical analysis
of the data, residual values were calculated for every cell
of the contingenéy tables of analysis factors versus clalm
categories and pertinent facts versus claim categories.
These residual values represent the degree of correlation -
between the categories of one dimension versus the catego-
ries of the other dimension for each of the tables. The | .
tables of~residuél values are presented in Table 4.8 through
4.16. |
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

Introduction

Once the residual valueé had been computed, the
next step was to identify and measufe the'dependency rela-
tionships represented by the reéiduals. In order to evalu-
ate the degree of dependency indicated by the residuals, the
following scale was established:

1. Residual vaiues above 2.6 were considered to
represent a "heavy'" ﬁositive dependency. A heavy positive
dependéncy means that it 1s very likely that the two factors
in question would occur together. !

2. Values between 1.0 and 2.0 represented a "moder-
ate" positive deyendency. This means that the two factors
are‘reasonably likely to occur together.'

3. Values between zero and 1.0 represenﬁed a
"slight" positive dependency. This means that there 1s only
a small chance that the two factors will occur tqgéther.

4, Values from zero to =1.0 represented a "slight"
negative dependency. This means that there is a slight
chance that fhe two factors will not occur together.

5. Values from -1.0 to -2.0 exhibilit a "moderate"
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negative dependency: the two factors are reasonably
unlikely to occur together.

6. Values below -2.0 exhibit "heavy" negative depen- -
dency. In other words, fhe two factors are very unlikely
to occur together.

After the degree-of-dependency scale had been estab-

" lished, the two-way residuals tables were examined to iden-

tify those relationships which exhibited "heavy" or "moder-
ate" positive relationships. "Slight" relatidnships were
not identified, because i1t was felt that those relationships
were too weak to support meaningful conclusions. Negative
relationships were also excluded from consideration, since
conclusions based on them would direct attention.away from
certain areas (by shdwing that some relationships were hot
likely to occur), which is contrary to the intentions of
this research effort. As a result of examining the two-way
residuals, lists of the heavy andlmoderate positive rela-

tionships were prepared (Table 5.1).

'Dependepcv Relationship Charts

The method chosen to portray the relationships from
the 1lists was a seriles of dependency relationship charts. '
These charts display all the dependency relat;onéhips be-
tween each claim category and the appropriate pertinent

facts and analysis factor subcategories. Clalm categories

T7




TABLE 5.1

LIST OF POSITIVE DEPENDENCY RELATIONSHIPS

Heavily Dependent

s

KTR
GOVT
GOVT
BQTH
STRUC

- CIVIL
MECH
 WEST
_ TAC
- MAC
. SAC
. ADDTN
| ALTER
 NEWCONST

UNDERST .
OVERSOT
OVERIMIL

* Computer variables names are used on this 1list
(see Appendix I). ,

cc
DIFFSC
DELAY
AMBIG
CHANGES
ERROK
DIFFSC
AMBIG
OMISS
DELAYS
AMBIG
COPROB
DIFFSC
AMBIG
OMISS
DELAY
COPROB
OMISS

Heavily Dependent (contd.)

cc
AMBIG

- DELAY

ERRGR

PF
PREBID .
XTEMGT
KTRMGT

Moderately Dependent

sc
KTR
KTR
GOVT
ENTLMT
ENTLMT
BOTH
ELEC
STRUC
CIVIL
SE

SE
WEST
NE

!

MIDWEST

cc
ERROR

CHANGES

COPROB

AMBIG

OMISS

DELAY

DIFFSC -
CHANGES

OMISS |

DELAYS ’
ERROR

LRROR .
DIFFSC

DIFFSC




TABLE 5.1 - Continued

Moderately Dependent (contd.)

sC
SAC

TAC

REPAIR
NEW

NEW
REPAIR
ALTER
FR20T50T##
FR5T20T
FR20T50T
OVERIMIL
OVERIMIL
FR100T1M
FR100T1M
UND10OT

cc
DIFFSC
OMISS
CHANGES
COPROB

¢
DIFFSC
OMISS
DELAY
ERROR
CHANGES
CHANGES
CMISS
ERROR
AMBIG
OMISS
ERROR
DIFFSC
CHANGES
AMBIG

COPROB

_PF

PREBID
PREBID
GOVTMGT
GOVTMGT

#* The symbol "K" 1s used to represent thousands of

dollars in the remaining portions of this chapter.
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were chosen aé the focal points of the charts for two
reasons:

1. Claim categories correspond to the nature of the
c¢laim. Examining thelr relationship to project features ard
pertinent facts helps to resolve the central issues of con-
struction contract disputes.

2. Making claim categories the central elements

of the charts conforms to the overall dependency relation-

ships between varlables which were demonstrated in the find-

ings (Chapter Thrge). The two relationships between vari-
ables which showed dependencies were claim categories and
pértinent facts, ard claim categories and analysics factor
subcategories. There was no dependency between analysis
factors and pértinént facts. Since claim categorles was
the common variable in the.two dependéncy relationships,
it 1s'logica1 to use it as the éentral variable for estab-
lishing individual relationships.

The left side of each chart depicts the heavy and
moderate positivé dependency relationships between the -
central c¢laim category and various aralysis factor subcate-
gorles. These relationships are represented by a list of
subcategories;, with elther solid or dashed lines showing,
respectively, heavy or moderate relationships with the cen- |
tral claim category.

The charts also show dependency relationships

between the central claim category and pertinent facts. The
' 80




~claim category/pertinent fact relationships'in the charts
are based on pertinent facts taken from the two-way analy-
sis, when pertinent facts had been reduced to four group-
ings. In order to amplify and clarify these relationships,
the charts also 1list pertinent facts which occurred with the
central claim category in the original three-way analysis,
when eleven pertinent ficts were included in the analysis.
Only those three-way pertinent facfé which were condensed

to the relevant two-way pertinent fact (in the transition
from eleven pertinent facts to four) are mentioned. These
"absorbed" pertinent facts (called "clarifying" pertinent
facts) appear directly under the main two-way pertinent fact,
and are foilowed (in parentheses) by the number of times
they occurred with the central claim category. There 1is no.
direct dependency relationship betweeh these clarifying per-
tinent facts and the central claim category. However, they
help to show which components of the main two-way pertinent
fact contributed to the relationship between that pertinent

fact and the central claim category.

Ambiguous Specifications

In Figure 5.1, there are heavy positive dependency
relationships between ambiguous specifications and the
following subcategories: the contractor winning the care,
mechanical engineering projects, Military Airlift Command

(MAC) projects, or alterations projects. There are moderate

81

R R -z
"‘A’LL&mAL (N

% It AR

Sudite.

. . . . .
X :I‘.-.'~. N

>
a2

h 4 1 INARYND G TR

- -
e ]
vyt e

o - e gy & =
ROV

~ivg WP V- eee oo ee
"":'] FOPRLAD

.
T, %,
R

T

"

s

ey
o " e %
A ey o P

o]




Analyais Factor
Subcategory

Contractor
Won Case

Mechanical
Design

MAC Project

Alterations
Work

Entitlement

Claim Amount: [/
$5K to $20K [

Pertinent Fact

(with clarifying -

pertinent facts)

PREBID

Issues

AMBIGUOUS
SPECIFICATIONS

Size of Contract:
$100K to $1M

. Fis. 50 10
relationship chart

a) Failure to

read contract
documents ade-
quately (15)

b) Inadequate

site investiga-

tion (4)

¢) Additive-
related activli-
ties (3)

d) Contractor
underestimated

size of contract/

work (1)

KEY:

heavy depend,

------- moderate

dependency
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positive dependencies between ambiguous Specifications and
the following subcategories: entitlement as the basis of
decision, claim amounts becween $5,000 and $20,000 ($20K),
and contracts between $100K and $1 million ($1M). In addi-
tion, there 1s a heavy po#itive dependency relationship
between ambiguous specifications and prebid issues. There
are four clarifying pertinent facts: contractor failure to
read the contract documents adequately, inédequate site
investigation by the contractor, additive-related activities,
and underestimation of the size 6f the contract by the con-
tractor.

- Some of the dependency relationships with ambiguous
specifications require additional explanation. Two of these
are the heavy dependencies between mechanical design and
ambiguous specifications, and alterations projects and ambig-
uous specifications. These relationships suggest that
mech&nical engineering projects and alterations projects are

particularly likely to be considered amblguous. The con-

tract manager should be sensitive to projects that involve

either of those two characteristics. Even 1f an ambiguous
specifications problem is really of contrath: qrigin, such
contract manager sensitivity might lead to a reduced chance
of a claim.

The main pertinent fact 1s prebid issues. The
strongest clarifying pertinent fact for prebid issues is
the contractor falling to adequately read the contract
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documents. 1In conjunction with ambiguous specifications
claims, this means that the contractor often claims that
specifications are ambiguous when his own inadequate read-
ing of the Specificatibns is actually at fault. This con-
tractor problem, as well as those others which form prebid
issues, 1s really beyond the control of the Air Force cod—
structioh contract manager. Nonetheless, it 1s valuable ."
for the contract manager to understand'that the source of
many contractor claims 1s actually the contractor's failure
to read the contract documents sufficiently. Knowing the
source oé the problem may make it easier to guide the con-
tractor to a solution that does not involve meeting in
court. |

Another clarifying pertinent‘fact is a failure by
the contgactor to perform an adequate site 1hvestigat10n.
Here, thé contractor encountered a probvlem which he felt
was due ﬁo the specifications being ambiguous, when a ﬁroper
site 1nvéstigation prior to starting the Jjob would'have
prevented any confusion regarding that portion of the speci-
fications. For exﬁmple, there might have been confusion
over a dimension on the drawings, and a site investigation
would have clarified the nature of that dimension at the
site. Again, this 1s a situation which 1s outside the con-
trol of the Alr Force construction contract manager.

The remalning two clarifying pertinent facts,
additive-related activities and contractor underestimation,
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are tied to ambiguous specifications by contractor over-
sights. If the contractor claims ambiguous specifications
when one of these pertihent facts occurs, a misunderstand-
ing happened in the early stages of the conséruction con-
tract process., With additives, the problem could have been
a confusion by the contractor about the requirements of an
additive. Later, he might claim that the corresponding por-
tion of the specifications (relating to those requirements)

was ambiguous. With an underestimating problem, the con-

tractor might claim that an ambiguous specification caused

him to miss a certain requirement when he prepared his cost
estimate. Both of these problems relate to contractor over-
sights, and are outside the control of the Air Force con-
struction contract manager. However, it i1s reasonable for
the Air Force manager to improve his attention to con-

tractor understanding of project requirements.

Delays
The central claim category in Figure 5.2, delays,

has heavy positive de,.:ndency relationships with three
subcategories: the government winhing the case, Tacﬁicﬁl
Airlift Command (TAC) projects, and claim amounts less than
$5K. There are moderate dependency relationships between
delays and three other subcategories: decisions on the
basls of both entitlement and quantum, projects in the

southeast part of the country, and repairs type projects.
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Analysis Factor
Subcategory

Government |

Won Case

TAC Project

Claim Amount

Less Than $5K

Y

Repalrs Work

Fig. 5.2.

Both Entitlement
and Quantum
/
/
Jobs in S.E. |’

United States 4

DELAYS

Pertinent Fact
(with c1arify1n§
pertinent facts

CONTRACTOR
MANAGEMENT

a) Contractor
delays (9)

b) Contractor
management (3)

¢) Submittals (1)

heavy dependenc

- moderate depend.

Delays dependency relationship chart
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The pertinent faét which has a heavily dépendent relation-
ship with delays 1s contractor management. The clarifying
pertinent fa¢t§ are contractor delays, contractor manage-
ment activities, and submittals.

The moderate dependency rélationship'between delays
and claim amounts less than $5K 1s not surprising. When
delays occur, the damage caused to the contractor is usually
less severe than it would be for problems assoclated with
other types of claims. Often, the contractor will agree
that somé of the delay was his responsibility, but that the
government was the main cause of the delay. The contractor

then wishes to be compensated for any expenses associated

with the de¢lay. Since these expenses are not usually related

to major changeg in manpower or procedures, the amounts
claimed will be smaller. |

The largest clarifying pertinent fact for delays is
contractor delay problems, which occur when the contractor
delays in taking neéessary action during any phase of the

project. This situation 1s_another example of a claim

>wh1ch 1s actually due to contractor mismanasement; The

CAT TSN

second clarifying pertinent ract, contractor management,

is also an area of contractor control. The contractor man-
agement activities related to delays include poor documen-
tation, personnel problems, and sampling procedures. If the
contractor fails in his management of these activities, the
resulting delays would te due to contractor mismanagement.
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Both clarifying pertinent facts are outside the control of
the Air Force construction contract manager. However, his
awareness of these sources of delay claims can hélp the Air

Force manager to handle delay situations.

Differing Site Conditions

The differing site conditions dependency relation-
ship chart (Figure 5.3) depicts heavy positive relation-
ships between differing site conditions and three analysis
factors: additions-type work, civil engineering projects,
and the contractor winning the case. Also there aré moder-
ate dependency relationships between differing site condi-
tiohs and f;ur subcategories: electrical engineering proj-
ects, construction projects 1h the northeast and midwest
U.S., Strategic Airlift Command (SAC) projects, and con-
tracts larger than $1M. Differing site conditions has a
moderate dependency relatlionship ﬁith one pertinent fact,
prebid issues. There are two clarifying pertinent facts:
inadequate site investigation and fallure to read the con-
tract documents adequately. Several of the debendency rela-
tionsaips require further explanation.

The heavy relationship btheen differing site con-
ditions and civil engineering pro\ects confirms a common
impression about differing site conditions. Civil Engineer-
ing projects include excavation, drilling, and other simi-

lar subsurface jobs. Although it 1s common to perform soil
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!:
Arialysis Factor Pertinent  Fact ;,
Subcategory (wIth clarifyling ks
pertinent facts) 5
'(.
Contractor &
Won Case r
Civil Design E
. PREBID [
Additions /] ISSUES 5
Work ,/ ,;
/| a) Inadequate N
p site investiga- g
Electrical DIFFERING tion (7) . .
Design [[~~—~——~~ SITE 3
g CONDITIONS , :
A b) Failure to -
s/ read contract i
Fobs in e /f/ documents o
N.E. U.s.f~"7 1 adequately (2) .
. 201 .
72! 1 bt
vl £
Y , ! .
Jobs in Lo ! ‘
Midwest U.S. !/ r
/ [} ™
/ ¢
;! N
/ / o
SAC Jobs | = =</ ] R
I' ::‘ .
' ¥
! -
Contracts | _._J .
Over $1M '
KEY: heavy dependency v
, -
------ moderate depend. . -
- Pig. 5.3. Differing site conditions dependency v
relationship chart o
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...........

..................................................

borings and other tests of subsurface conditions, there are
some conditions which cannot be identified even from a rea-
sonable investigation. The possibilities for encountering
a differing condition assoclated with a subsurface problem
at the slite are high. The moderate relationship.between
differing site conditions and electrical engineering proj;
ects shows that there are also fairly high poésibilitieé
for encountering differing site conditions associated with
electrical engineering portions of a project.

Differing site conditions are also heavily related
to large contracts (over $1M). This is not surprising,
since the type of work assoclated with large contracts 1is
so complex that the chances of the site conditions corre-
spondling exactly to the conditions described prior to the
Job execution are small. It 1s more difficult for the
designers, englneers, and contractors to anticipate every
possible characteristic of the site in large contracts than
in smailer contracts.,

The relationship between differing site conditions

~and prebid issues points out the importance of preparation

before work begins in order to reduce the likelihood of a
differing site condition occurring. The clarifying perti-
nent facts are inadequate site investigation and contractor
fallure to read the contract documents. Contractor fallure

in either respect indicates that his poor preparation
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prevented him from detecting a differing site condition

prior to commencement of work.

Errors in Desigg

In the errors dependency relationship chart (Figure

5.4), there 1s a heavy positive dependency relationship
between errors in design and structural engineering projeccs.
There are mcderate dependency relationships between er.ors
in design and the contractor winning the cése; projects in
the southeast and west, new construction projééts,_claims
between $20K and $50K, and contracts above $1M. Aléo, there
1s a heavy positive dependency between errors in design -

and contractor management. The clarifying peftinent faéts
are contractor management activities, warranties, submittals,
and the previous experi~ence of the contractor. Several of
the dependency felationships require further exﬁianation.

The moderate relatidnships between errors in design
and new construction or large projects are not surprising.
targe or new construction projects require a wideAvariety
of design skills (although structural design skills are
most frequently required). Also, the designs for these proj-
ects are usually more complex than those for other types of
proJects. These factors mean that there is a greater like-
1ihood of design errors occurring with large or new con-

struction contracts.

The heavy relationship between structural desigh
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Analysis Factor
Subcategory

Structural |
Design

Contractor
Won Case

in
UOS.

Jobs
S.E.

Jobs
West

in
U.S.

Claims Between
$20K and $50K

Contract Size:
above $1M

Fig. 5.4.

e "
.......

.« e
.....

/7
New Construction F /

.........

ERRORS

Pertinent Fact
(with clarifying
pertinent facts)

CONTEACTOR
MANAGEMENT

a) Contractor
management
activities (4)

b) Warranty (2)

d) Contractor
Experience (1)

¢) Submittals (2)

'

KEY:

heavy dependency

moderate depend.

Errors dependenc
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and errors points out the difficulties assoclated with
designing structural types of projects. Since structural
projects also encompass a wide range of components, the
chances of producing a flawed design’are,greater.

The relationship between error in'design and con-
tractor’management shows that a situation perceived to be
a government management problem during'the design phase
might actually be a contractor management problem. The
largest clarifying pertinent fact, contractor management
activities, brten occurs when inadequate contractor records
and procedures cause the zontractor to believe that a flawed
design was r2cponsible for his problems. Similariy, war- |
ranty and submittal-related contractor management problems
might cause him to blame the problem on flawed design.
These situations are out »f the Air Force construction con-
tract manéger‘s control. Nonetheless, an increased aware-
ness of these problems could helﬁ the Alr Forae manager to
understand the source of contractor confusion on design

errors and related issues.

\
OmissionQLConflicts in Specifications

|
A strong positive correlation exists between omis-

sion/coné&ict claims and new construction projects, large
contracts, or construction projects in the west (see Figure
5.5). This type of claim also exhibited moderate relation-
ships with cases heard only for entitlement, civil
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Analysis Factor
Subcategories

Jobs in
West U.S.

New Construction

Contract Slze

Above $1M
Entitlement-% ““““ '}
]
/ﬂ‘
7
TN

Civ1il Engineering y /1|
Design

TAC projects [

)
{
h
'
Alterations Jobs | |
'
i
i
'

Claims Between | _ i
$20K to $50K

' Fig. 5.5. Omission/conflict dependency relationship

chart

OMISSION/
CONFLICT

hY

Pertinent Fact
(with clarifying
pertinent facts)

PREBID
ISSUES

a) Contractor
failed to read
contract ade-
quately (5)

b) Inadequate
site investiga-
tion (1)

T

KEY:

heavy dependency

------ moderate depend.
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engineering type work, projects in TAC; alterations projects,

or claims between $20K and $50K, as well as with the perti-
nent facts groupling called prebid i1ssues. The clarifying

pertinenf facts for prebid issues are failure of the contrac-

tor to read the specifications adeqﬁately and fallure to
‘investigate the construction site édequately. Several of
these relationships are.further explained and discussed in
the follcewing paragraphs.

The relationships that exist between omisston/con-

flict claims and new or large construction projects are not

surprising. These types of projects are generally accompa-
nied by voluminous and/or complex specifications due to the
magnitude of the Job and/or the fact that many design dis-
ciplines must interact during preparation of the specifica-
tions. Thus, a strongly positive dependent relationship
between omission/conflict claims and new or large construc-
tion projects is understandable. In contrast, the relation-
ship between civil engineering-type work and omission/con-
fllct claims 1s surprising. Since civil engineering-related
speclfications generally do not cohtaih tééhniéallyrcdmpii-
cated information or numerous minute details, omission or
conflicts would not be expected to occur frequently in this
type of specification. Nevertheless, a strongly positive
dependent relationship was displayed between omission/con-
flict claims and civil engineering-type work.

Although the moderately positive correlation between
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omission/conflict claims &nd prebid issues merely confirms
an expected relationship, a closer analysis ot the clari-
fying pertinent féct categories within the preb;d issues
grouping reveals some interesting facts, The clarifying
pertinent fact which occurred most frequently was failure of
the contractor to read the specifications adequate;y, With
respect to omission/conflict claims, this pertinent fact
usually entails'the contractor's not reading the contract
document as a whole, and thus his interpretation of the
specification 1s not the same as would be expected of a
reasonably informed person.

Another clarifying pertinent fact which occurred
with omission/conflict claims involved failure of the con-.
tractor to investigate the construction site adequately
prior to bidding. This pertinent fact occurred only infre-
quently with omission/conflict claims; however, when it did
occur, it usually played a very important role in the claim.
Basically, the contract requires the contractor to visit
the jJob site prior to submitting a bid. The purpose of
this site visit is to make the contractor more aware of any
obvious site conditions which may affect his performance of
the Job. Additlonally, the contractor 1s required éo
apprise the government of any obvious conflicts or omissions
in the specification prior to bidding. Therefore, by com-
bining these two responsibilities, if the site visit uncov-
ers an omission or conflict in the specifications, the
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contractor 1s recponsible for notifying the government of'
this omission or conflict prior to bidding. Thus, if the
contractor does not notify the government of an omission or
conflict which should have become obvious upon visiting the
site, the contractor 1s responsible for the misunderstanding
between the contractor and government caused by the omission
or.conflict. |

. The construction contract manager can dc very little
to insure the contractor adequately performs the responsi-
bilities described in the above two paragraphs. However, to
a limited degree the specifications also oftén COntribufe
to the problem. A lack of organization and/or cohciseness
in the specif1cat1ons often leads to the contractor not read-
ing the specifications adequately. Also, fallure by the con-
tractor to adequately visit the site becomes an important
point iﬁ omission/conflict claims when the site visit would
have made the omission or conflict obvious; however, if the
omission or conflict had not existed, the site visit might

ﬁot have become a critical issue. Thus, the occurrence of

omission/conflict claims could be indirectly controlled by

the construction contract manager insuring that only com-

‘plete and easy-to-read specifications are produced. The

moderately positive correlation between this claim category
and large claim amounts further supports the need for con-
struction'contract managers .to control the problems associ-
ated with omissions and conflicts in specifications.
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Changes
A strong positive correlation exists between changes

claims and dispufes involving issues of both entitlement and
quantum (see Figure 5.6). Changes claims also display a
moderately positive correlation with new construction or

repair proJects, structural projects, contracts from $100K

to $1M, or contréctor won claims, as well as with the perti-

nent fact of government management. Several of the above
cited relationships are further explained and discussed in
the following paragraphs.

The tendency for changes claims to involve 1ssues§6f
both entitlemént and quéntum supports the fact that chang;s
claims are often related to whethér a change has occurred,
as well as the determination of reasonable time and money;

considerations assoclated with the change.

The moderate tendency for new construction or struc-

tural projects to result in changes_claims is probably due
to certain charaqtéristics of these types of projects. |
There are certain inherent difficulties in developing a
specification fof new constructioﬁ. New construction.en-

tails moreunkndwnrequirements to be developed into specifi-

cations than addition, alteration or repair projects. This .

increases the likelihood of oversights. Also, specifica-
tions for new construction frequently require the combined

efforts of moré than one design discipline. Fallure to

properly coordinate the various design disciplines may
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Analysis Factor
Subcategory

Both |

Contractor
Won Cases

Structural
Projects

New Construction

Repair Projects

CHANGES

Contracts Between
$100K to $1M .

-

Fig. 5.6

....................

(w
rertinent facts)

Pertinent Fact
clarifying

GOVERNMENT
MANAGEMENT

KEY:

heavy dependency

moderate depend.
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result in an inadequate specification. Similarly, both new
construction and structural projects usually entaill the
assemblage of many detalled components, for which it is dif-
ficult to prepare coheslve specifications that are free of
derecté.‘ The complexity and miscellaneity of specifications
for new construction and structural projects may also result
in a document that is difficult for inspectors and éonﬁrac~
tors to fully comprehend.

Thus, since construction contract managers often do
not fully comprehend the specifications for new construction
and structural projects, they are more likely to‘unknowingly
‘commit constructive changés or demand performance beyond
contractual requirements. These actions often result in
changes claims. However, even if the contract manager |
avoids the above cited pitfalls, he or she often encounters
the need to'make changes to compensate for defects in the
'specifications. Frequently the specific gime and money con-
siderations associated with a change are decided after *the
work involved in the change has been performed. Since the
government and contractors often fall at this later date to
agree on the terms of the change, changes claims may result.

The changes clalm category involves: 1) problems
with the government demanding a degree of performance by the
contractor beyond contractual requirements, 2) constructive
changes, and 3) difficulty between the government and con-
tractor in agreeing on reasonable monetary and time
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considerations assocliated with a change to the specifica-
tions. The pertinent fact category of government manage- . P
ment involves: 1) changes in contracting officer or 1nspec4‘ :
tors, 2) inexperienced inspectors, and 3) adversary rela-
tionships. Some possible explénations of the manner in ;‘"
which these elements within changes claims interact with the
elements wiéhin government management are-presénted in the
following paragraphs. | | o r
One possible explana%iion o: the relationship between .

changes claims and government management involves changes in

contracting officers or inspectors during the performance of _i,.ut

a contract. Personnél changes often result in contract man-
agers that are unfamillar with the requirements of the con-

tract and/or the events that have transpired during earlier

BRI I G Rt R gt} -,

performance of the contract. If the contract manager does
not fully understand the requirements of the specifications, ‘
he or she 1s more likely to create errors such as committing' E 'f
constructive changes and demanding performance beyond con- ' ' gi“
tract requirements. The contract manager's unfamiliarity | :
with the specifications and lack of knowledge of past events ;
regarding the contrautorfs performance may also impair the
contract manager's abili“y to negotliate the terms of changes
with the contractor. _ v
Another explanation_concerns inexperienced contract

managers who are not fully aware of their authority and

responsibilities. These individuals are more likely to ~
101
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unknowingly commit constructive changes and to demand per-
formance beyond contract requirements. Inexperienced per-
sonnel are also probably not as adept at negotiating the’
terms of changes.

Inexperienced personnel are frequently unaware of
the procedures and requirements of good documentation. Poor
documentation further accentuates problems associated with
changes 1n'coﬁtracting officer/inspectors, since the new con-
tract managers have' no history of earlier performance of the
contract. Additionally, without good documentation the
governﬁent cannot provide facts in support of itself during
changes claims. | |

One final explanation of this relationship involves
the exister.ce of adversary relationships, which inhibit
successful communication between the government and contrac-
tor. This lack of communication makes it more difficult to
negotiate the terms of a change. Also, when an adversary
relationship exists, the contractér is likely to try to do
as little work as possible, while the contract managers
attempt to insure that the contractor performs all require-
ments of the contract. 1In these situations, frequent con-
frontaticns occur between the two parties to fhe contract.
This creates tension and 1ncrea§es the likelihood of inspec-
tors committing constructive changes or overstepping their
authority by ordering the contractor to perrofm beyond con-

tractual requirements.

102

PR P Y R R EPRI S TR T R
. . .

LI LN REY B B

. T e Y WSRO E 8

B PW WRCLVS e,V

“.c.B W~ s.0 B s




It appears the government has control over those
factors contributing to the occurrence of changes claims. , i ;T“
The moderately positife relationship between changes claims
and the likelihood of contractors to win these claims indi-

cates this may be a fruitful area for the attention of con-

N T R

: tract managers.

Contracting Officer Problems

- -

Stongly positive correlations exist between con-
tracting officer problem claims and SAC projects or claims

over $50K (Figure 5.7). Contractﬁng officer problem claims P
i

also displayed moderately positiv§ correlations with con- s
tracts under $100K or government ﬁon claims, as well as with :
the pertinent fact category of go?ernment management.

The moderately positive rélationship between con-
tracting officer problem claims ahd contracts below $100K
implies that the contracting offi?er does not pay enough

[RIN S 122 e DI & T
)

attention to small contracts. This method of managing con-

tracts would seem appropriate if it were not for the )
strongly dependent relationship bétween contracting officer
problem claims and claims over $50K.

A A closer examination of the contracting officer
problem claim category and the pertinent fact of government

management presents many possible explanations of the rela-

TILTTITIR WMt ATNT G "W 4T

tionship between these two categories. The contracting

.-
T

officer problem claim category involves: 1) contract

-,
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Analysis Factor Pertinent Fact :
Subcategory ‘ " (wIth clarifying '
pertinent facts) L
Claims Over $50K .
\.j- * '
. '
SAC Projects CONTRACTING [ | GOVERNMENT .
OFFICER MANAGEMENT : X
PROBLEM :
» /
Government | _-~ ’ i
Won Case [ /) !
i'
' L]
I’ :
Contract Size |/ :
Under $100K '
!
N
KEY: -————— heavy dependency y
------ moderate depend. i
. Fig. 5.7. Contracting ofr'icer problems dependency 2
. - - relationship chart T '
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manager improperly rejecting work, acting outside of his
authority, improperly withholding payment; 2) overzealous
inspection; and 3) nontimely performance of contracting
officer duties. The pertinent fact category of government
management involves: 1) changes in contfacting officer/
inspactors, 2) inexperienced inspectors, and 3) adversary
relationships. The following paragraphs describe some pos-
sible situations in which contractor management may lead to
contracting officer problem clcims.

A change 1n contractor management personnel may lead
to a number of different contracting officer problem claims.
These changes in personnel often result in the contract
being managed by one individual who knows 1ess.than‘hié
predecessor about the requiremenﬁs of the contract or past
events during earlier phases of contract performance. in
these situations, there i1s a stonger 1ikelihood of the con-
tracting officer's improperly rejecting work or withholding
payment due to his lack of knowledge of contract require-
ments/past events.. There is also a greater potential for
nontimely performance of contracting officer duties, due to
the tendency of activities to not be performed in a timely
manner during transfer of responsibilities.

Also, the experience level of the contract's would-
be manager may increase the likelihood‘of contracting officer
problem claims. Generally, experienced individuals are more
aware of their responsibllities and authority, as well as
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the warning signs of claims. Thils better enables experi-
enced individuals to take action to avoid claims. Thus,
inexperienced personnel are more lixely to beéome involved
in claims. v

Additionally, the exlstence of an adversary rela-
tionshilp may lead to the occurrence of overzealous inspec-
tion due to the many confrontations that typlcally develop
when the contractor and government are not working in a
cooperative manner;

These possible scenarios described above are gen-
erally controllable by the government. However, there is
a moderat~ tendency for the government to win these cases,
a fact which would indicate that this claim category 1is not

a major problem.
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

Our data were ilnsufficient for a three-way analysis
of the factors affecting claims in cénstruction contracts.
However, the data did enable us to perform analysis of the
various two-way relationships between claim categories,
pertinent facts, and project features. The analysis per-
formed on the data allowed us to meet the original objec-
tives of the study.

The magnitude of the problems associated with each
type of claim can be determined through the relative fre-
quency of occurrences. The claim category of ambiguous .
specifications showed a much higher than normal incidence
of occurrence; claims related to design errors and omission/
conflic* claims displayed a much lower than mean incidence
.- of occurrence. Each of the ofther typesbof claims occurred
an approximately equal number of times. Thus, the most fre-
quent claims 1in Air Force construction contracts are ambig-
uous specifications.

All three of the claim categories cited above--
ambiguous specification claims, omission/conflict claims,

and errors in design clalims--must be combined in order to
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determine the magnitude of problems caused by defective
specifications. Thils grouping of claim categories compriées
U5 percent of all claims. Thus, the most frequent cause of
claims in'construction contracté is defects 1in specifica-
tions, a finding of frequency also supported by iriformation
in the literature.

An ovefriding concern when analyzing the magnitude
of problems in construction contracts 1is whether the claims
are sustalned or denled by the preslding ASBCA judge. In
the sample data for this‘study, 71 percent of all construc-
tion claims were denied at the ASBCA level. This large pe: =~
centage indicates that most of the problems in constructica
contracts that lead to claims are determined to be the fault
of the contractor and not the govermment. However, the
existence of strongly positive relatlonships between contrac-
tor won cases versus ambiguous specification claims or dif-
réfing'site condition claims, and moderately positive rela-
tionships between contractor won caées versus error clalms

"or changes claims, indicates that those ASBCA cases the con-
tractor wins usually irnvolve claims related to ambiguous |
specifications, differing site conditions, errors in the
specifications, or changes. As such, perhaps tﬁe cbnstruc-
tion contract manager should direct his efforts at actions
which decrease the likelihood of occurrence of these types
of claims.

The pertinent fact categories (see Table 5.2) which
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occur most frequently involve contractors improperly per-
forming their responsibilities: 1) failure of the contrac-
tor to read the sbecifications adequately occurred 24 times;
2) mismanagement by the contractor occurred 25 times; |
3) inadequate sitefinvestigation‘by the contractor prior to
bidding and contractor delays occurred 11 times each; and

4) the contractor underestimating the size of the contract
occurred 5 times. These pertinent facts help to explain why
most of the contractors' claims are denied by the ASBCA.
Additlionally, it appears that the government has very little

~ control over the occurrence of many types of claims.

Similarly, positive relationships exist between con-
tractor management versus errors in the speciricatiohs of
delays. Since contractor management problemé are often re1¥
atively uncontrollable by the contract managers, the govern-
ment can do little to affect the occurrence of these types
of claims. However, this by no means implies that the con-
tract manager should not attempt to reduce the occurrence of
these types of claims. The cdntract manager does have a
very slight degree of control over some of the claims
related to defective specifications and delays, and every-
thing ﬁgssible must be done to avold these types of claims.

In contrast, the exlstence of moderately positive
relationships between government management versus changes
claims or contracting officer problem claims indicates the
government has a very substantial degree of control over
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these two types of claims. Additionally, moderately posi-
tive relationships exlst between government won cases versus
contracting officer problem claims and contractor won cases
versus changes claims. Althdugh no statistically signifi-
cant relationship was supported between pertinent facts and
analysis factors, the relationships described above imply
findings that may be valuable to thé contract manager. of
the two types of claims over which the government has a
reasonable degree of control, a tendency may exist for the
government to lose changes claims, but win contracting
officer problem claims. Thus, the contract manager should
direct his efforts first at actions that will decrease thé
1ikelihood of occurrence of changes ¢laims, and secondly

at actions that will decrease the likelihood of contracting
officer problem clalims.

Many types of interpretations can be drawn from the
rélationships between analysis factors and claim categories,
aﬂd betwegn pertinent facts and c¢laim categories. These
conclusions are too numerous to mention here, but rather the
reader 1is referred to Chapter Five. However, thefe are also
relationships between analysls factors and claim categories
from which specific concluslons may not be drawn due to the
knowledge level of the researchers. Nevertheless, a con-
tract manager with a greater level of knowledge in this
géneral area may be able to formulate conclusions from these
relationships, or at least these relatlonships will make the

110

1

BA VORI

O A STOTR AT A KN AR AN

reve
PN

s*, 'I v“,"f' "l

v
.
.-

oot
., .8

- .

L 4
5 B DRSAATEaY B DT

. s ....
N W e
: R R




contract manager more aware of some of the possible causes
of claims. An awareness of these relationships should make
the contract manager more sensitive and perceptive with
respect to telltale signs thét a specific type of claim is
developing. |
Additionally, with respect to the relationships
between analysis factors and claim categories, many of the
dependent relationships are as would be expected. For
example, omissions in specifications are expected to occur
more frequently in large contracts than in small contracts
due to the added complexity created by the multitude of
requirements frequently found in large contracts. Thus,
there 1s an inclination to regard these relationships as
normal and acceptable. However, 1f adequate compensation
were made 1n contracts for the special characteristics
which tend to accdmpany certain types of problems, then the
problems would not occur. For example, if actiohs were

taken in large contracts to avoild omissions in large Specié

fications through more careful preparation of thé specifica-

tions, omissions would probably occur no more frequently in

large contracts than in small contracts.

Most of the claims in construction contracts (71
percent) involve only issues of entitlement. This 1s prob-
ably due to the fact that at the time of the claim, the work
involved in the claim has already been done. Both parties
merely need the jJudge to determine which parts of the
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contractor's claim are allowable:. Once this entitlement
issue has been resolved, the government and contractor nego-
tiate exact dollar amounts by applying the standard rates

of cost for the partlicular materials, equipment, énd labor
involved. Issues of quantum only result when the govern-
ment and contractor disagree on the standard rates for the
work involved, which seldom occurs.

The data source used for this study was the most
adequate of availablé.sources; however, it was lacking in
several ways and substantially limited the research effort.
Although the data source contained much information of value
to a studylof this type, there was not as much consistency
as would have(been.expected in the reporting of information
in the various cases, and each case did not contain a wide
enough range of 1lnformation. A more adequate information
source would have provided a wider range of analysis factors
and pertinent facts for every contract, whefher the facts
directly apply to a c¢laim or not. Exampies of this type
of information ;re the experlence level of the specification
writer (indicated by the individual's rank or pay grade),
the time involved in preparing the specifications, inter-
ruptions in the specification preparation, the award
bid versus the government's estimate and the bids of other
contractors, the number and size of changes issued during
contract performance, the contractor's abllity to keep on

schedule, and the experieinice level of the 1inspectors and
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contracting officer, as well as any other comments supplied
by the contract managers. |

Lastly, some of the less common claim categories
addréséed in the literature did not appear in the data.
These élaims include unfair policies/provisions and finan-
'cial problems. It 1s to be expected that these uncommon
ciaims would not have been encountered in the data assembled
for this study. These claims might have been encountered
if the data were enlarged; however, this is not an important
issﬁe since the purpose of thils study was to analyze common

claim-related problems.

Recommendations for Further Research

‘1. Our study examined cases from recent years
(1977-1981). An interesting variation would be to examine
similar five year perilods further back in ASBCA history and
compare the results. If simllar patterns emerged in all
fhe periods, it wouid show that the effect of overall trends
across ASBCA history 1s minimal. That outcome, in turn,
would permit analysis of a iarger number of cases spanniﬁg a
wider time period. |

2. If it were possible to gathef more case infor-
mation, a three-dimensional (3-D) analysis might be possible.
The 3-D analysis would allow a larger set of conclusions to
be drawn, 1lncorporating relationships of all three variables.

3. There are other sources of Air Force
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construction contract information (see Appendix K). How-
ever, the best Ailr Force-wide soufce at present is the case-
books. Providing that the other sources are.later upgraded,
it would be worthwhile to use them as the basis of a wide-
scope study. The other sources draw information from pfoj-
ects which are not involved in contract disputes, so it
would be interesting to compare the resﬁlts_of a study based
on the other sources to our results. Any non-disputed
proJects might still involve negotiations at the cohtracting
officer level. If the other information sources were
expanded to include such negotiation information, it would
be valuable to extract thLe key factors in the negotiation
process énd compare them to the key factors in the disputes
process.

Our study looked only at claims taken to the ASBCA.
It would be interesting to examine those Air Force construc-
tion cases which have reached the Court of Claims and to
isolate the common charﬁcteristics which cases in the two
bodies share. The contracting officer level could also be
examined to see which 1§sues are simllar and dissimilar to
ASBCA 1issues.

4, Our study was restricted to Air Force cases
only. An alternate apprgach would be to examine construc-
tion contracts from other services, or the Department of
Defense (DOD) as a whole.| Cases from other services are
also avallable in the BCA casebooks. An overall study
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might provide a comparison of the services and reveal the
role of the Army Corps of Engineers-(COE) in the process.
Since the coé deals with Army, Vavy, and Air Force projects,
it wbuld take a cross-serviée study to clarify their impact
on disputed constructlion contracts.

5. Another alternative approach to understanding
Alr Force cbnstruction conﬁract disputes 1s to perform a
case sﬁudy of all disputes at one base c#er the past
several years. This study would focus on the key individ-
uals involved in the disputes, the effect of a changing
Civil Engineering organization roster, the differences 1in
how large and small disputes are‘handied, etec. Such
detailed information would allow more specific conclusions
to bé drawn than are possible from an Air. Force-wide study;
and would have the advantage of greater accessiblility of a
large body of infcrmation.

6. A flowchart or "tool" could be developed for
construction contract managers to use when handling projects
with certain key characteristics. The more extensive the
study, the more comprehensive the tool would be.

7. Based on our conclusions, it would be worthwhile
to focus on those areas which this study fevealed to be of
primary significance. For example, specifications and
design 1issues were found to be importént factors. A sepa-
rate study might focus solely on these issues and attempt
to find out (in more detail) why the claims occurred and
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recommend possible solutions td specifications or design
related claims.
8. 1If a larger data base could te assembled, it
would be interesting to look solely at cases which the
government lost. This perspective would allow information
on the nature of government mismanagement of ccnsfruction i

contracts to be assembled.
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Ambiguous Specifications: specifications which contain

vague wording or 1llustrations which either prevent the
contractor from accomplishing part of the work, or lead him
to believe that he should do some work which was not part ~—

of the original intentions of the contract.

Area of the Country: the geographical location of the Air , -

Force base where a project is accomplished. For thils study,
there are four subcategories of area of the country (see
Table A-1): 1) northeast, 2) southeast, 3) midwest, and

4) west.

Changes: varilous direct and indirect modifications to the
original project and/or contract, including change orders,
constructive changes, and a reqﬁirement by the Alr Force for

performance beyond that which 1s included in the contract.

Conflicts in Specifications: a contradiction between cne ‘ ?&_
section of the specifications and another, or between the ';EJ

specifications ard the drawlings.

Constructive Changes: changes other than those directed .

by the contracting offlcer that lead to extra costs for the DY

\
contractor. This type of change occurs when some act com- *A\
.

mitted by the government reasonably leads a contractor to \~k
b

believe that the government wants a change to the original
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contract, although the government did not actually desire

a change.‘

Contracting Officer (CO) Problems: any improper actions by

government personnel during contract execution that may lead
to a dispute, including improper withholding of payment by

‘the CO and overzealous inspection.

Contractor Delays: a delay by the contractor in taking cer-

tain actions, such as submitting a complain. to the CO,
beyond a period of time considered reasonable by normal gov-

ernment contract standards.

Contractor Fallure to Read the Contract Documents Adequately:

the fallure by the contractor to read the contract as a
whole, or to clarify patent (obvious) ambiguities in the

specifications.

Contractor Management Activities: activities relating to

contractor management which may affect the likeiihood of a
dispute occurring. The following are examples of contractor
panagement activities:
\ 1. Incorrect sampling procedures: the use of
dgmpling procedures (to perform tests of materials arid com-
pieted work) which do not conform to government or industry
standards Lo
2. Poor documentation: 1nadequate record keeping
by the contractor

119

...................

.....................................

Sircawr w9 o~

AT B TEA P PL gy

slateNaTet

RATRRK Sy

’
LA
S

LIRS s VL LR S, PR

s’

LU TG

RURR PR
) .

~~~~~~
........
....................................................................................................

. AR S-SR AT T I PR AN A e A N B B




3. Contractor personnel problems

6. -
L
Y

4, Change of supervisors: a change in the contrac-

~tor's supervisors assigned to a particular project ; %fﬁ;
5. Lack of coordination between the contractor v
and the subcontractor(s): either a) a failure by the con- ;  f~ﬁ
tractor to let hils subcontractor(s) know about some crucial ’ ? }
phase or aspect of a project, or b) a failure by the con- o
tractor to solicit vital information from the subcontrac- - ‘iffF;’
tor(s) ;,31;
6. Poor workmanship by the contractor % 3/;
T. Absence of the contractor's supervisor(s) from :.f;f
the work site. éﬁ';é'
Contractor Problems with Additilves or the Bid Schedule: a ;7
misunderstanding by the contractor of bid schedule items %; 3
or additives to the bild schedule. ; \\tP
: e
Contractor Rellance on Previous Experience or Trade Prac- :('ﬂ'
tice as a Guide: elther 1) an 1lnstance where the contrac- 35 o
tor feels that his brevibus experience'qualifies him to %;7 ﬂf
understand the particular type of work associated with a . %i
claim, or 2) a feeling by the contractor that trade practice ‘ E:};FJE
(the way things are commonly done in the industry) dictates E{;Y
the way a certaln task should he pérformed. R

Contractor Underestimated the Slze of the Contract: a sub- 54;~”V

mittal by the contréctor 6f a bid which 1s less than the
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amount of dollars reasonably required to perform the work

specified in the bid package.

Delays: 1instances whefeby the contractor's performance 1is
interrupted by causes other than the contractor himself.

The delays might cccur for many reasons, including inter-
vention by Alr Force peréonnel, supply pfoblems, personnel

problems, and acts of God.

Design Discipline: the type of engineering skills which

were necessary to design that part of the project 1nvolved/
in the claim. Design disciplihe is divided into four sub-
categories:

1. Electrical: work involving wiring, the instal-
lation of wiring or electrical equipment, or any other work
in which the electrical tasks are the central feature

2. Mechanical: work involving heating, ventila-
tion, and air conditioning tasks

3. Civil: work involving underground tasks, such
as excavation, drilling for wells, and foundations

4, Structural: any type of work done to a building
that 1s not covered by the other three subcategories,
includine painting, roofing, plumbing, installing and repair-

ing doors or windows, fixing walls or flcors, and installing

siding
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Differing Site Conditions: Either

(1) Subsurface or latent physical conditions at the
site differing materially from those indicated in [the]
contract, or %2) unknown physical conditlons at the
site, of an unusual nature, differing materially from
those ordinarily encountered and generally recognized
as inhering in work of the character provided for in
[(the] contract [Depariment of Defense Standard Form 23-A,
General Provisicns: Construction Contract, Rev. 4-75].

Errors in Design: an inherent defect in the design of a
/

project, due to an oversight by the designer or a basic

impossibility in the nature of the job itself.

Government Management Issues: 1ssues relating to govern-
ment manégement which ﬁay affect the likelihood of a dis-
pute occurring. TheAfollowing are examples of government
manaéement‘issues:

1. Change in COsi a change in contracting officer
assigned tu a particular project

2. Change in inspectors: a change in inspectors
assigned to a.phrﬁicular project |

3. Inexperilence of inspectors: the lack of pre-
vious experience by an inspector on government contrects
or on projects similar to the one he has been assigned

4, Adversary relationship: a situation whére
the gcvernment and the contractor sre constantly at odds

with each other and behave as adversaries

Inadequate Site Investigation: o failure by the contractor

to properly investigate the work site prior to bidding, when
122
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such an investigatlon would have :evealed patent (obvious) : 5

conditions different from those in the contract. §

Omissions in Specifications: the omission of some vital

instruction, crucial to the successful completion of the

project, from the specifications.

Problems with Warranty Work: a disagreement between the Pl

Alr Porce and the contractor over the nature of additional
work. The Air Force maintains that the work 1s "warranty ;'j;
work," and should have been performed to fulfill the war-

ranty clause of the contract. The contractor feels that

the work 1s simply additional work that 1s not part of the

warranty provision.

Problems with Submittals: either 1) a disagreement over

the legitimacy of a submittal, or 2) a violation of con-

tract procedures for submitting or reviewing submittals.

Size of Contract: the dollar amount awarded to the con-

tractor for performing the work described in the contract.

Type of Work (project): the general nature of the project.

TR TR T e SRR, ST B S ot B WIS T WS W Y M, - 3 e e W

There are four types of work (project) subcategories: -

1. New construction: bullding an entirely new
facility
l 2. Additions: adding a new section to an existing
facility )

B SR R S s T o R
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3. Alterations: upgrading or changing the systems ‘ ”

or structure of an existing facility

1“.. Repairs: replacing or fixing the systems or

structure of an existing facility
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TABLE A-1

AREA OF THE COUNTRY SUBCATEGORIES BY STATE

North Carolina
South Carolina
Virginia

125

Northeast Midwest West
Maine Texas Alaska
New Hampshire Oklahoma Hawall
Vermont Kansas New Mexico
Massachusetts Missouri Arizona
New York Nebraska Colorado
Pennsylvania Illinois Utah
Ohio Indilana . Wyoming’
New Jersey Michigan Montana
Delaware Wisconsin Idaho
Maryland Minnesota Washington
Southeast North Dakota Nevada
Arkansas South Dakota Oregon
Louisiana California
Misslssippl
Tennessee
Alabama
Georgla
Florida
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APPENDIX B
LITERATURE REVIEW COMPARISONS
v
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TABLE B-1

RESEARCH STUDY FINDINGS

ALL TYPES OF CONTRACTS

Réport of Commission on Government Procurement, 1972

ASBCA Level

Contracting Offlcer Level

Statement of work/

1 Default terminations
specifications and
drawings

2 | Changes Changes »

3 Default terminations Statement of work/speci—

fications and drawings

I | Changed conditions Inspection
Liquidated damages Overhead costs

6 Time extensions - Optlions and price

escalation

7 - Time extensions

8 - Liquidated damages

9 - -

10 - -

11 - -

12 - -

13 Inspection -

14 - Changed conditions

23 Options and price -
escalation

24| Overhead costs -

......
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TABLE B-1 - Continued

ALL TYPES OF CONTRACTS

Report of Commission AFIT Thesis Study: Baxa-and
on Government Hicks, 1976
Procurement, 1972
Total Small Large
1 |Changes Termination/ Defective
default ricing
2 |Termiriation/ Changes Changes
default
_3 |Defective pricing Allowable costs | Allowable costs -
4 |Allowable costs Specifications/ | Specifications/:
drawings drawings :
5 |Specifications/ Defective Termination/ -
drawings pricing default
6 |{Changed conditions Inspection Chai-ged
conditlions
7 |Cost overrun Time extensions | Cost overrun ' .¢~7'
Inspectilon Changed Terminations
conditlions for convenlence
9 {Termination for Cost overrun Policy/unfair
convenlence _provisions
10 [Time extenslons Termination for Inspection
convenlence
11|Govt. furnished Govt. furnished | Govt. furnished
equipment/property equipment/ equipment/
: property _property
12|Policy/unfair Liquidated Time extension
provisionsg damages
13|Liquidated damages Policy/unfair Faulty govt.
provisions estimate
14|Faulty govt. Faulty govt. Liquidated
estimate estimate damages
128
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TABLE B-1 - Continued

ALL TYPES OF CONTKACTS ONLY CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS -

Trade Journal Study:

AFIT Thesls Study: Underwood, 1979
- {Wright, 1980

i !Financial problems | Defective Specifications/
: specifications |drawlings
2 |Premature default Finanelal Error in cost
‘ problems estimate

3 |Government acts Government acts|{Changed conditions

Defective Premature Builder/desigprer
specifications default neglect
Substantial Miscellany Personallties
performance i

Failure of Substantial

preproduction performance

samples i

Miscellaneous Defective cure

notice

Defective cure Fallure of
notice preproduction
samples
JInspection and §
testing
N |
[
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TABLE B-2
THE GREATEST, IN-HOUSE PROBLEMS IN GETTING
OUT A GOOD SET OF SPECIFICATIONS
PERTAINING TO IN-HOUSE STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES

Private Design
Owners Professionals

1) Insufficient time for .34 113
preparation

2) Coordination between plans' , .
and specs 17 101

3) Coordination of all phases of
work in the Project Schedule - 25

4) Establishing and maintaining
good standard specifications 2 15

5) Coordinating between various :
disciplines involved 3 14

6) Typing, proofreading, and
reproduction ‘ —- 12

7) Lack of appreciation of
importance of specifications,

dislike of the chore, apathy 1 7
8) Communications -
9) Good final review to eliminate
errors . - 2
~10) Coordinating owners requirements - 2
11) Delay of in-house reviews 2 - )

PERTAINING TO THE SPECIFICATIONS ENGINEER

1) Maintaining technical proficiency/
" knowledge of current requirements
(standards, formats, products,
legal) 12 29

2) Adapting "off the shelf"
specifications rather than

writing for particular project 1 17
130
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TABLE B-2 - Continued

Private Design
Owners Professlionals

T WHEE A

3) Adapting standard specifica-
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tions to meet project needs 2 13
4) Lack of qualified experienced .
specifications engineers T 4
5) Locating and approvihg manu-
facturers specifications 1 7
6) Understanding project regquire-
ments and fitting specifications : _
to requirements - 7 :
PERTAINING TO THE SPECIFICATIONS ‘
1) Conflicting statements,
ambiguities, complex English,
incomplete specifications,
lack of common sense and
clarity, poor writing ability .2 , 27 1
2) Keeping specifications from
becoming too voluminous 1 _ 5
3) Consistency and uniformity
of content ' 2 4
4) Interfacing with requirements
of various agencles - b
5) Providing for alternates - 4y
6) Coordinating specifications
with speclal conditions - ; 3
7) Limiting liability - 2 "
: I
8) Using coordinated, current N
general provisions - 2 %
9) Lack of agreement on speci- T
fication language 2 - w
i31
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TABLE R=-2 - Continued

OTHER

1) Difference of formats and
requirements between clients

2) Government regulations,
requirements, and intervention

3) Delays and continual modifi-
cations by client

4) Not knowing ability of bidders

5) Keeping changes to a minimum

6) Lack of public agency acceptance

of CSI format

132
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TABLE B-3
MOST FREQUENT PROBLEMS WITH THE PROJECT ' ;A -
SPECIFICATIONS WHEN ADMINISTERING CONTRACTS b
PERTAINING TO THE CONTRACTOR

1) Contractor's failure to read or understand the v ; RN
specifications : (36) .

2) Contractors neglecting to follow the specifications (30) .-

3) Unauthorized substitutions of materials by the o
contractor - (19) §

I) Contractor preoccupied with looking for loopholes (3)

BN R ROL RSP

5) Insufficient experience by the contractor . (3)
T 6) Lack of coordination between general contractor
and his subs . (1)
PERTAINING TO THE OWNER'S SITE REPRESENTATIVE | ;
1) Lack of enforcement and difficulty of enforcement | ' : ?" :
of the specifications (22) ) ﬁ\*
~2) Inadequate inspection and quality control in the 5\
field (12) ;
3) Insufiicient experience of owner's fleld forces  (U) §
! 5
4) Field personnel dn not read and understand the o
specifications (4) )
5) Maintenance of traffic problems during construction (2) %
6) Obtaining conformance to "performance" . a
specifications \ (1) =
7) Lack of access to standards, such as ASTM, etc) by o i
field personnel | (1) i
'PERTAINING TO THE SPECIFICATIONS ENGINEER \ ;‘
5.

| 1) Conflicts between the plans and specifications and

ST WL LS

lack of coordination (37) E
2) Specification writer unfamiliar with the tests d
standards he specifies _ (12)
133
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3)
)

5)
6)
7

TABLE B-=3 - Contilnued

Specifying unavallable materials

Difficulty in specifyling liquidated damages
clauses that can be enforced

Tendency to rely on boiler plate from previous jobs
Fallure to define responsibility of all partles

Proprietary requivements quoted in governmental
contracts

PERTAINING TO SPECIFICATIONS

1)

2)
3)
H

5)
6)
)

8)
9)

10)
11)
12)

13)

Interpretation of the specifications; lack of
uniformity

Incomrlete or incorrect specirficatlons
Ambilguous language in specifications

Conflicts within incompetently prcpared spezifi-
cations

The "or equal” clause; determinatlion of acceptauv.e
equals ‘

Omissions and errors in specifications
Failure to correctly or reasonably spécify pay ltems
Obsolete products or methods

Adaptabllity of specifications to hariling
unforeseen conditions ‘

Specification language too difficult for “nspectors
to understand

Applicabillity of specifications to actual job
conditions

Too complex and wordy; poorly organized; failure to
c¢ asider alternates

Claims for payment for extra work not adequately
covered
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(9)

(2)
(1)
(=)

(1)
(91)

(65)
(48)

(25)

(24)
(14)
(12)
(12)

(11)
(8)
(7
(6)

(5)
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TABLE B-3 = Continued

135

14) Changes clauses (5)
15) Measurements of quantities for payment (3)
16) Lack of method to determine reasonable compliance (2)
17) Specifying new materials and equipment (2)
18) Inadequate cross refererices on large multicontract -
projects (1)
OTHER |
1) No response to the question (56)
2) No problems with specifications (u48)
3) Lack of feedback from coustruction inspection forces(5)
4) Nonuniformity of public agency requirements in
different areas (4)
5) Failure to communicate (2)
6) Contracts where contractor takes all of the risks (2)
7) Insufficienv time for specifications review before
release to bidders (2)
8) Overturning of specification provisions by the
courts (2)
~9) Too much government input and requirements (1)
10) Owner's unwillingness to pay for necessary contract
administration (1)
11) Owner interference (1)
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POPULATION CASE LIST
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APPENDIX D
COMPLETED CASE REVIEW FORMS
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CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

.

ASBCA Case No. Q0399 Date Case Heard 30y15¢PA&)
Name of Contractor QR @ (‘.,qus\zai Caondracior s A0 C.

Base Derspsow PNEG Cn Page No. Rlon29 Vol. No. _R)-2
Paragraph No. 15422

‘Entitlement p~ Both E&Q ___

Dollar Amt. of Claim $_Ja190.3Y

10.

11. Failure to give 23. Cowggl;{)roperly Re jecting
access to the: ———
work site _ 24, Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship ;[ 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous

inspection (continued)

"Or Equal” area

Owner had superior
knowledge

22.

CASE
INFO Who won? Govt. +— Ktr ___  Amount of award $__ &
Time Extensicn requested ol - (days) Awardad i - (days)
Design Disciplines: Elsctr ___ Mech - Civil ___ Struc _+e—
PROJECT Area of the Country: pesT Days Required IJ/H MAJCOM: ,5Qg
FEATURES Size of Contract: $_LaioK COE involvemenh Yes  No 4—
Type of Work (project): M.WQQ&:E&_QM:___
Type of Work (Claim): w@ml —
1. Ambiguous. Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. P Damages —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay —_—
L. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I . His Authority —
I 17. Inspector Improperly
. ibi T
. CLAIM 5 I%ﬁgssorklégcgibed \/ | Re Jecting Work —
JATEGORIES | 18. Inspector Improperly
6 Ig:%:uriitgngg}}' ! Directing Work
-1 19. Inspector Improperly
7 PCenditiong Stopping Work —
20. Fraud, Latent Defects
N 8. Changes in Specs. or Gross Errors ’
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

CO Directing Addt'l
Work

o

.................

PR
Y
-----

AR R

- ."a"
- N

- .
.....
.............
[ W) VR @ te Tes ®.

...................
......
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : 5 ) ccorhs for formedoe W#W P o
Sl oto 7 gl gt = .

11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors .

12. Change in the
Contractor's )
Supervisor —_—

1. Need for Change Order

Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

Need for Addendum
Poor Documentation -

N

&£ W

by Inspector —'13. CO Directs Change in °
Inspectors - of Performance —

14. Problems with

|
— ]
I
|
|
|
i
5. Inexperience of : the Method or Manner
"ERTINENT 6. Absence of the :
}
|
1
|

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
Equipment —_—
7. Poor Documentation by
. Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience v | 16 Channels by_ co -
9. Adversary Relationship |1 ' Aégrggggnzeg:gggitor
10. Change in Inspectors ___ | Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ZJM 2ork

Comments:

142
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CASE
INFO

ROJECT
EATURES

WO S dt A bl Vet VY Q’v.uu Bill :

ASBCA Case No. #1376 Date Case Heard A\_{eugt 20, (981

Name of Contractor iaelow , T ne.,

Base M¥r«Hg Beach , SC  Page lNo. 72, 737 Vol. No. __%1-2
Paragraph No. 15, 300

Entitlement _y7 Both E&Q ____ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_N.C.

Who won? Govt. _ Ktr Amount of award $§ N/A
Time Extension requested 54 (days) Awarded N/A' _(days)

Design Disciplines Electr ____ Mech ____ Civil __- Struc v~

Area of the Country: Days Required Q74 MAJCOM: TAC
Size of Contract: $ 136,?75. 42 COE involvement Yes__ No_,~

Type of Work (project)s __ mm.f-':“}
Type of Work (Claim): L T

CLAIM
ATEGORIES

13. Overzealcus

inspection (continued)

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. 1 Damages —
3. Conflicts in Specs. { 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in I 16. In;fector Ac:%ng Outside
Interpretation J s Authority —
' | 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described __ _| Re jecting Work —_
; | 18. Inspector Improperl
6. Inaccurate tech. y
data in specs. : - . Directing Work
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
: Conditions : o Stopping Work e
20. Fraud, Latent Defects
:‘ g:a:fes in ipe::' _— or Gross Errors '
. Challenges in the :
A "Or Eggaln area ___: 21. CO Acting Improperly —
10. Owner had superior | 22.‘COwDi§ecting Addt'l .
knowledge | or: —
11. Failure to give I 23. cowImgroperly Re jecting
access to the: I orkx —
work site . | 24. Improper T for D —_
12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for C
PR _
|
l

S S LS Beerc T eer Ny

- - .
''''''''''''

....................................

...........................

-------
...........

~~~~~~~~~~~




‘ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)

‘CommentSs lz‘l“} d;e. o — [ate delivenes {...@--IJ

personne robs .
bacl weattler
addt'! sag+'ls
- Govi. ;nsr_zL-hr harra g mond -

10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Additional Claim Categries: ‘Dela.rs
Comments:
|
1. Mheed for Change Order j 11. Lack of Coordination
' Between the Contractor.
2. Poor Criteria at the | ..
Start of Design | and Subcontrac’ irs
3. Need for Addendum | 12. ng:%iaégogbg
L. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
- by Inspector -1 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of | the Method or Manner
Inspectors ! of Performance
6. Absence of the '14. Problems with .
Contractor's Supervisor _ ! Government-Furnished - '
7. Poor Documentation by ! Equipment —_—
Contractor . :15. Use of Improper
Communication
8. Contractor's Prior
Experience : ) Channels by CO —_—
9. Adversary Relationship Y ,1" A%ﬁrggﬁggnieg:gggzgtor

K4 woo\ncl r»&bs,

Duties

ordered

........

............
IR I R IR AP AL Tt S SC TR ST S ST TS AL S L A S NP TSI
----------------------------------

et et e e e e .,
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' ASBCA Case No. _Q¥376

Date Case Heard Auaus-t-;lo, 193¢

Name of Contractor taelew , Tne.

Base rtle ch L Page No. 75,73] vVol. No. _81-2
Paragraph No. _15,202 S

Entitlement o/ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_ N.6.

CASE- |
. INFO Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr ___ Amount of award $__N/A
: Time Extension requested EIA (days) Awarded (days)
: Design Discipline: Electr Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc _ Y
- PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MaJcoM: _TAC
'FEATURES Size of Contract: $ '2-‘35‘ 975.42 COE involvement Yes__ No_ /
Type of Work (project): eroofa'n.q .
Type of Work (Claim): rool~ v&#f/‘y‘arg
| /I |
1. Ambiguous: Specs. - | 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. ___| Damages —_— \
3. Conflicts in Specs. ! 1:' Inspector-cauied getazd J— \\»
L. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation | His Authority . — !
i 17. Inspector Improperly A
5. Impossibility of . .
CLAIM the work described ! Re jecting Work —_— =X
CATEGORIES| 4. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly ~
data in specs. : Directing Work —_—
19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site
Conditions _: Stopping Work J—
. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
l‘x 2 C}}:ﬁes in ipec:- -] or Gross Frrors ' —_—
. C enges in the ] :
\ "Or Equal” area . —_ 21. CO Acting Improperly —_
t i ]
\ 10. Owner had superinr | 22. Cowvéiecting Addt'l
' knowledge | ° —_—
a
11. Failure to give ¢ 23 cow;[:}zroperly Re jecting
access to the: | —_—
work site . { 24. Improper T for D —
12. Poor Workmanship 1 25. Imprdper T for C ‘%.
13. Overzealous !
inspection I (continued) e
!
145
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

|
11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors .

12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
tne Method or Manner

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum

3
4. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of

Inspectors of Performance
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor _ Government-Furnished
Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by —
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels hy CO -

9. Adversary Relationship 16. A;grggginzeggggggitor

10. Change in Inspectors Duties’

Additional Pertinent Facts: ' zggéa%mg&‘ 5:’45, ,Z wes ‘}.

Comments:

—— |
!
R—
|
|
|
|
|
PERTINENT | ¢ spsence of the : 14. Problems with
|
|
|
|
-/ |
—_—
—_—
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dud che ol e z

ASBCA Case No. _ Y657 Date Case Heard “July 22, 198
Name of Contractor Haeha Construction ' C,.

' . . /=
Base Eo’wcwdsl, CA Page No. _76,%97 vol. No 3=

Paragraph No. [5, 252

CASE

Entitlement / Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_*5, S77

INFO Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of award $ A,’/ﬂ |
time Extension requested 4!#4 (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech _ Civil strue _/

ROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: _AFSC
EATURES Size of Contract: $_" 016,000 COE involvemenh Yes__ No 7
7 7 R - -

Type of Work (project): alterations of b/Jq:.

Type of Work (Claim): : walf - wve.m'nj J

1. Ambiguous: Specs'. : 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Spees. _y | Darages : —_—

3. Conflicts in Specs. I lg. Inspector-caused Delay .

L. Differences in ! 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation | His Authority —_—

crsnas | 17. Inspector Improperly

5. Impossibility of )

CLAIM the work described ! Re jecting Work —
ATEGORIES| 4. Inaccuratc tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. : Directing Work —_—
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
- Conditions , ____: Stopping Work .
20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
g' gﬁa:fes in ipe::. —1 or Gross Errors -
. Challenges e
"Or Equal® area | 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior | 22. CowDi;ectmg Adat'l
* knowledge | or —_—
— - .

11. Failure to give | 23. Cowml:éroperly Re jecting
access to the | or. _—
work site '  24. Improper T for D —_—

12. Poor Workmanship —-: 25. Improper T for C

i
!

13. Overzealous

inspection —_ (continued)




SRTINERT
FACTS

Claifn Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

3
4. Poor Documentation

11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
Contractor's

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum

Supervisor -
s by Inspector —'13. €O Directs Change in
Inspectors of Performance -

14. Problems with
Government-Furnished

6. Absence of the

[

I

|

|

|

i

|
Inexperience of : the Method or Manner

|

Contractor's Supervisor __ !

' |

|

]

I

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —_—
Contractor : 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience ! 16 Channels by 90 —_—

‘ . Aix e Pe e

9. Adversary Relationship _, . Aljsergggxiing giz?xgrrlagtor

10. Change in Inspectors | Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: | Falure o _read co nhract

elocywm emt r¢q.
Comments: ;on":usfon aovar bid éch :

-« Kir baced actions on droawines . which

show that Flexi-wall ic only Sor 2d/3d iléw‘
be‘{momj ‘ ’

= Goyt. womts gl ‘ I’Z’} £!=gf> bedrvems

[55 * omg)
" i’ﬂ /7
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- — e b
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i
|

;
I

NG

Page | or | __ Pages . o
M

K4

Lin

CASE REVIEW Bill
ASBCA Case No. Q4118 Date Case Heard 284113 \81
Name of Contractor a3..nreco CaArD
Base 450N AEG Ys ¥ Page No. ~xyy3d  Vol. No. xy\-2
Paragraph No. 31 59Lka
EASE Entitlement *~ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $n) %L ¥.30
INFO Who won? Govt. = Kir Amount of award $_cs
Time Extension requested _pia (days) Awarded _oyin (days)
Design Discipline: Electr Mech &~ Civil ___ Struc
PROJECT | ares of the Country:M/uesrDays Required ~/A MAJCOM: AELC.
;FEATURES Size of Contract: $ ~131 Nx3 COE involvement Yes No ¢+~
Type of Work (project): _Alkrgbaesl OF !:kaamlﬁ Lo =losa
Type of Work (Claim): Mqﬂw‘&umm
dunge Scalesa
| J ! |
1. Ambiguous Specs. | 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. I ~ Damages —
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15, Inspector-caused Delay C—
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! ~ His Authority —
| 17. Inspector Improperly
, . Impossibilil of :
CLAIM 5 TRe ok de3cribed ' Re jecting Work —
" CATEGORIES I 18. Inspector Improperly
§. Inaccurate socn- | Directing Work
, | 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differing Site
AN+ 'y e 1" " Stopping Work  _
| 20. Fraud, latent Defects
8. g;xax;fes in Specs. — or Gross Errors '
9. "gr ggg:inigr:}axe _: 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior ) 22. €O Dilzc‘ecting Addt'l
\ knowledge _— Wor S
11. Failure to give ; 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the | Work S
work site —| 24. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for C .
13. Overzealous | .
inspection | (continued)
!




Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

| Comments: D.dhte didu' T Lollew a craswa ot pitlon

%W

i 00 o) rorhe - aag&&hCIZh%qtcLiﬁLA\A~L&»&L~Mdﬁ4ﬁaq

[
1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum

. 4. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of

|
|
—
|
|
|
l
|
NT| ‘6. Absence of the :14 Problems with
|
|
-
|
-1
—_—

1
11. Lack of Coordination
Betwe~n the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
Contractor’'s
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner

g ey JigZe |

: : Inspectors of Performance
"PERTINE
' FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
Equipment
: 7. Poor Documentation by —
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO
9. Adversary Relationship 16. A%ﬁrgggginzegzgggzitor
10. Change in Inspectors 1 Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: Hf{ed .f za y e dt
i faultd o edipy Tl wroTacty 70 folll furnifly %
f;} Comments ¢ v | v
150
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CASE
INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

CASE REVIEW FORM

Bill

ASBCA Case No. 95K 11

Date Case Heard IQ O\i11C~ 81|

Name of Contractor Quer YV FI1FCYRIC. AerincE

Base y9meng RDER A5G

Paragraph No. 153&D

Page No. ™\s199 _Vol. No. i

Entitliement > Both E&Q

Who won? Govt. N Ktr

__ Dollar amt. of Claim $,31, N0A

Amount of award $_O

Time Extension requested \,|p (days) Awarded o )p (days)

Design Discipline: Electr~y pisMech

Days Required MAJCOM: X Ac,
eééﬁ¥§§%§5émen ~
- Yes No

Size of Contract: $1 881 onn

Area of the Country:

Type of Work (proaect)

Civil ____ Strue

WMW

.Type of Work (Claim): fDQQZZﬂEhmA_QLJ&huéhh—hxi

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

1. Ambiguous: Specs.

2. Omissions in Specs.

3. Conflicts in Specs.

L. Differences in
Interpretation

5. Impossibility of

the work described

6. Inaccurate tech.
data in specs.

7. Differing Site
Conditions

8. Changes in Specs.
9. Challenges in the

"Or Equal” area
10. Owner had superior
knowledge

11. Failure to give
access to the
work cite

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

]

14.

15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.

23.

2L,
25.

Improper Liquidated
Damages

Inspectar-caused Delay

Inspector Aciing Outside
His Authority

Inspector Improperly
Re jecting Work

Inspector Improperly
Directing Work

Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

CO Acting Improperly

CO Directing Addt'l
Work

CO Improperly Rejecting
Work

Improper T for D
Improper T for C

(continued)

...............................
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ote

. PERTINENT
FACTS

+ o~

R}
L) [ I ¥ ENEPRFEX Y

e 4w

A < T IR LN

2 a3 W, 4 e ok

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

AeeTg WM”W T poscsasef

et #amount
Comments:
|
1. Need for Change Order y 11. Lack of Coordination
. Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the i
Start of Design : and Subcontractors
3. Need for Addendum __1 12 Change in the
L, Poor Documentation ! Supervisor
by Inspector — | 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of ! the Method or Mamner
Inspectors ! of Performance
6. Absence of the '14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ | Government- Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by ! Equipment ‘ —
Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience : . Channels by CO
16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship — Performing Contractor
|

10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Duties

‘Comments:

152
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‘ CASE REVIEW FORM ' Bill /

.

ASBCA Case No. 22 193 730 Date Case Heard 3';.“.26', /?91

Name of Contractor C+L Congiruction Co, Tnc,
Base _ Pease, NH Page No. _73,9S/ Vol. No. 8-

Paragraph No. ’ 14,2432

GASE Entitlement  soth E&Q _v/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_53,270
Who won? Govt. ___ Ktr _ Amount of award $___ |2 1% .

INFO .
Time Extension requested gla (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil 1_ Struc

PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required ___ MAJCOM: __2AC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $_2, 728, 390 COE involvement Yes__ Noy” _
' Type of Work (project): dcfu‘@_/wngl-ruui- MEH units
Type of Work (Claim): ©___excavation Q bou\c\-o/s)

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages —_

[
4

.Ambiguous: Specs.

13. Overzealous

inspection: (continued)

|

2. Omissions in Spees. ___ | _
3. Conflicts in Specs. t 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in 4 1 16. Ins;ciaeczor Ac‘!:ing Outside
Interpretation I His Authority _—
. | 17. Inspector Improperly '
5. Impossibility of
CLAIM the work described ! Re jecting Work L —
CATEGORIES| 4. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. —'"l' Directing Work -
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions / : : Stopping Work _—
20. Fraud, Latent Defects
g‘ gza:fes in ipe::. el or Gross Errors ' —
. Challenges in the . ' .
"Or Equal® area : 21. CO Acting Improperly .
. 10. Owner had superior | 22. Colelz:'ecting Addt'l
knowledge | or —_—
11. Failure to give | 23. CowImgroperly Re jecting
access to the: [ or S
work site . | 24. Improper T for D v -
12. Poor Workmanship [ 25. Improper T for C
! ) —
|
!

153
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

AR SAMY — IRIALRL RN BRI Y. WURN

. i
[SXXY XA RO RN

of Performance
14. Problems with

5 Inspectors
FERTINENT | 4 pnsence of the

Comments :
g | .
i 1. Need for Change Order  11. Lack of Coordination
. . Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the | ,
Start of Design | and Subcontractors _
3. Need for Addendum __ 112 Change in the
L. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector — 13, €0 Directs Change in )
5. Inexperience of . : the Method or Manne-
|
|

SIH YISO AL L LS L A,

o Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
p FACTS | | Equipment
" 7. Poor Documentation by quip ——
2 Contractor : ': 15. Use of Improper
: 8. Contractor's Prior Communication
: Experience ,: Channels by CO -
\i 9. Adversary Relgtionship . 16. Aégrgggginzegggggzitor
.h 10. Change in Inspectors | Duties
? Additional Pertinent Facts: : |
Comments: Removel of boul_a 2vS wa$ b;yonal what
[ 4
Hou‘é cﬁgng‘7 j‘ X PDec &-;4 R .
Ktr /wag .g_a‘»\&-:-tla.J c:omr ansation
on ﬁo uldars becamse .?Jow‘. had ¢ ?% ned
modification r_upaniied <d cbegﬁispﬂs- |
fore—= A
|
5
P
¥
z 154
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UADD RV IEW FURM Bill _/_

ASBCA Case No. 220%0  Date Case Heard Jau. 26, /78

Name of Contractor Crl. Construction Co., The.
I 4
N . : . . V=1
Base &ggr, N Page No. 73, 75/ Vol. No. _8

Paragraph No. lﬂ , 743

Entitlement ___ Both E&Q _/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_ 20, 290.03

CASE -
INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr / Amount of award $ [4, 846 '
Time Extension requested N/ A (days) Awarded - (days)
_ Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil _/ Struc
FROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required magcoM: __SAC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 2,728,350 COE involvement Yes__No_,/
Type of Work (project): Jcsu‘&n *+ Consdruct MFH unids
Type of Work (Claim): . ey cavatio = e
- unsuitable ndterial
1. Ambiguous: Speés. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Speecs. | Damages —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. y 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretatign 1 His Authority —
: : : | 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility; of
CLAIM 5 tﬁg work dzgéribed | Re jecting Work —
CATEGORIES i I 18. Inspector Improperly :
6. Ig:%:ui‘:tgpgzg?' I Directing Work
: : | 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differ Site
7 Condi%?gnsl V! Stopping Work —
. | 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
8. Changes in Specs. : or dross Errors '

SN Y e,

-

......
.........

9. Challenges in the -
"Or Equal® area __: 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior | 22. CowDii'ectmg Addt’l
knowledge | or _—
1l. Pailure to give | 23. Cowlmﬁroperly Re jecting
access to the: | or —
work sgite ' | 24. Improper T for D
12. Poo: Workmanship | 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous !
inspection ! (continued)
|
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PERTINENT
FACTS

i

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

9. Adversary Relationship

Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: : quméh Lauv.
kkir Falled 4o q1ve reguired “notice.

Comments:
) _
1. Need for Change Order ___, 11. Lack of Coordination
s ' Between the Contractor
2. ?gg:rgrg§35é§izg the .___: and Subcontractors  ___ .
3. Need for Addendum ___y 12. Change in the
L. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector — 13. CO Directs Change in -
5. Inexperience of | the Method or Manner
Inspectors 1 of Performance
6. Absence of the | 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __! Government-Furnished
?. Poor Documentation by ' Equipment » —_—
Contractor ' . : 15. Use of Imprgper X
' Communication
8. Contractor's Prior
| 16. Air Force Personnel
— |
— |

Comments K thowatr  be could use backf]l mat!]

_on site , batr Ot proved 4o be unsultable.

(he had 4o ,r.e,%fa@' i+ ”’r/ surtable m.-m/\

Tt i St R
F. ORI AL IR S
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CASE

LY
SEWt bk BAhed ¥ Aded WO A NJALIN Bill

ASBCA Case No. A\23(-90 Date Case Heard o/ ¢/~ 8
Name of Contractor Lo H /wlstoirk] Co. Trc..
se [Nc(Gues AFO, 4[T Page . No. 73459 Vol. No. &J)-/

Paragraph No. /<-/>$;7.3

—W] ,
Entitlement /) 'Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_<OF ,ggg

13. Overzealous

inspection (continued)

INFO Who won? Govt. 1/ Ktr Amount of award $__a//AR
Time Extension requested A/, da Awarded 2/ /A (days)
Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech’ 1/ Civil ____ Struc
PROJECT Area ot the Country: N E Days Required MAJCOM: _LZZHL./
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ (35, 3%5 COE involvements Yes_ No, 7/
- Type of Work (project): @zﬁ-ﬂa 74;252-15 Ac %m&wﬁw
. Type of Work (Claim): _Picframiend = M«M@a‘mw
1.. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14, 'Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | -Damages —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. | lg. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation | His Authority —_
| 17. Inspector Improperly '
« Im ibilit f
CLAIM 5 TRe nork dedorived | Rejecting Work —
- . CATEGORIES! 4. Tnaccurate tech. ! 18. Inspector Improperly -
data in specs. : Directing Work
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
" “Conditions : Stopping Work —_—
‘ 8. Changes in Specs. l 20. Frg.!;dérggzegzi.‘g:gects,
9. Challenges in the I -
"Or Equal" area , 21. CO Acting Improperly —
. 1C. Owner had superior i 22. CowDi;ecting Adat’l
knowledge I or —_
11. Failure to give I 23. cowImllzroperly Re jecting
- access to the I or —
work site | 24. Improper T for D —
12. Poor Workmanship : 25. Improper T for C .
|
!

157
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: -75ur¢4&~u4.éuﬁé?944¢»35404¢1z¢
Comments: MW w«-u{—é—y @v’fwm

tharts ding Daiidinag ar .
v

v 4

|
1. Need for Change Order J  11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the I Eggwgigégggrgggg§§°t°r‘

Start of Design

| 3. Need for Addendum ) 12 cg%:%;aégoz?:

4. Poor Documentation | Supervisor
| by Inspector —! 13. CO Directs Change in *
_ 5. Inexperience of : the Method or Manner
: Inspectors of Performance
:PERTINENT 6. Absence of the V14, Problems with
, Contractor's Supervisor __ | Government-Furnished
. FACTS » | Equipment
! 7. Poor Documentation by quip : —_—
‘ Contractor : _ : 15. Use of Improper

€. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience ___: Channels by CO —

9. Adversary nelationship i 16. Aégrgggggngegggggzitor '

10. Change in Inspectors ! Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ]
i Comments:
[}
1 .
: 158
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- .

ASBCA Case No.

23514 Date Case Heard éz /7, 198/
Name of Contractor __ Titem Midwest Condtruciion

Base O-FFM'; Nebr, Page No. Z‘_f], &£12_ Vol. No. _ 8/~
Paragraph No. ’i‘.ac 2 __ ' ,

Entitlement _/ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_J8, 20S.0¢4

CASE )
INFO Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of award $ /A
Time Extension requested d‘[ﬁ (days) Awarded (days)
Design Discipline: Electr Mech ___ Civil _y¢/ Struc
FROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: SAC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 2, 167, COE involvement Yes__ No v
Type of Work (project): " addithon o medial -Rm'h'#,y
Type of Work (Claim): : Sy ' .
1. Ambiguous Specs. | : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages . —
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. I_nspector-caused Delzy
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority J—
. | 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impos3ibility of
CLAIM 5 the work described | Re jecting Work —
CATEGORIES I 18. inspector Improperly
6. Rt iate oo | Directing Work
. T 1 19. Inspector Improperl
. Differing Site y
4 Conditions _[l Stopping Work -
I 20. Praud, Latent Defects
:' g:a:ies in ‘:pe::‘ —l or "ross Errors ' —
. Challenges e ‘
"Or Eggal" area __: 21. CO Acfing Improperly .
10. Owner had superior | 22 CowDi:ecting Addt’l
. knowledge i °rk\r —_—
11. Failure to give I 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the: | Work S
work site _  24. Impruper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship { 25. Improper T for G
13. Overzealous I :
inspection ! (continued)
|




JERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)

Addition~nl Claim Categries:

Couments:

|
Need for Change Order p 11,

. Poor Criteria at the i
Start of Design

Need for Addendum

Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor _

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor .

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience -
'16.

9. Adversary Relationship I
10. Change in Inspectors |

N

12.

£ W

13.

= =
W =

Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

Change in the
Contractor’'s
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

. Problems with

Government-Furnished
Equipment

. Use of Improper

Communication
Channels by CO

Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: '. Tna gafum §f+e= Tuv.

Comments +

td-f An WOQ('J

_J.ML_MSA__Q'JE.LG&& F'ro‘o lewms.
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ASBCA Case No. 2N4HN8 Date Case Heard )3 MAR. &)
Name of Contractor Pepciriec Cansrrucyion Co _
Base Yeons BFQR 0o Page No. "$43n™* Vol. No. &j.1

Paragraph No. js01%

| TASE
INFO

Entitlement _&~ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ugqul

- Who won? Govt. »~ _ Ktr Amount of award $p\p

Time Extension requested M\A {days) Awarded > ~ (days)

’ROJECT
'‘EATURES

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil ¥~ Struc _
Area of the Couniry: West Days Required A/ MaJcoM: A

Size of Contract: $30l 050 COE involvement: Yes No

Type of Work (prOject): Dbhxt{u.c* 35f e ) yss :
Type of Work (Claim): Em.\iies Yo ORen>ia832 0SiuFE1CI20Y Ba Rk

CLAIM
ATEGORIES

(s )

1. Aﬁbiguous; Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Speecs. [ Damages —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay —_—
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I ~His Authority —_—
18 I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of .
the work described ! Re jecting Work —_—
I 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech. : Directing Work .
|

data in specs.

. Differing Site
Conditions

19. Inspector Improperly

Q

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,

13. Jdverzealous

inspection (continued)

9' g:azfes in ipe:: . I or Gross Errors
. Challenges in the I '
"Or Equal” area ' 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior | 22. CowDilz:'ectlng Acdt'l
knowledge | or —_—
11. Failure to give I 23. CowImiroperly Re jecting
access to the: | or —_—
work site _ y 24. Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for C
| o —
|
]

Stopping Work

N i -

Ry




|
Claim Categories(contd.)

Addit’onal Claim Categries: 257 bain lonedl <oy #»M«?f
4&;mxndh4JJ7Z:ﬁlll : M

Comments:

11. Lack of Coordination

1. Need for Change Order
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the

Start of Design and Subcontractors -
T | 12. Change in the
3. Need for Adderdum " “Contractor's
L. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector -

. 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

|
i
|
|
|
|
|
I
!
ERTINENT| 6. absence of the ‘ :lh. Problems with
|
l
|
|
1
!
|

|

Contractor's Supervisor ___ Government-Furnished

FACTS .
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment .
Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9. Adversary Relationship 16. Aégrgggggngegggggzitor

10. Change in- Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: Zwffiiv.cred M;ed Z%

‘/a«iﬂtQJZjnaﬁilc%%i%ﬂsziziejf

Comments:
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* Page _L_of _I

CASE REVIEW FORM

Lin
Bill

-~

LY
RS

ASBCA Case No. __AM967 -Date Case Heard _ Dec. ‘5, 1930 s
. iy
L Name of Contractor __Chowles G. Williawms Cons-}r-ur.hon Tne i
: Base wr lor Page No. _13,676 vol. No. __8I -[ f :
. Paragraph No. l"l,j’?B : i ‘/‘
-v'. . "
/. GASE Entitlement _/ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ Ne-l-gwc.n olF
© INFO Who won? Govt. _y/ Ktr Amount of award $ 'd 5
1 Time Extension requested __ N/a (days) Awarded N’/A __(days) :
| - 5
. Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech Civil _ﬁ Struc i
: PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: _ATC } /
-:FEATURES Size of Contract: $_209,000 COE involvement Yes__ No_ ) 1/\ -
. Type of Work (project): Alterations o ‘om\qu T
. Type of Work (Claim): __excavatt n( concrete Pdurtnq « ; '
, ‘ =3 i
_ [ 1B
L 1. Ambiguous: Specs. —_ 14. Improper Liquidated : ?\‘\«
- 2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages —_ ! { \
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay — L
- 4. Differerces in . I 16. Inspector Acting Outside L
Interpretation __ | His Authority A | ‘;":‘i"
i | 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of o
’ CLAIM > t}I\Ke, work described I Rejecting Work —_— C e
f CATEGORIES T | 18. Inspector Improperly e
¢ macourse teoh. | e ork _
' | 19. Inspector Improperl BN
. Differing Site 2 Yy o N N
i 7 Condit?gns I Stopping Work - . T
. T | 20. Fraud, Latent Defects coan
) : g:a;fes in ipe::. —l or Gross Errors ' - o
: . Challenges he
: "Or Egﬁal" grea : 21. CO Acting Improperly —_— 1"
i . 10. Owner had superior ! 22. CowDilz;ecting Addt’l ‘ _
;. knowledge —_ or —_ LN,
' 11. Failure to give | 23. CO Improperly Rejecting \\
. access to the i Work R Lo
; work site | 24. Improper T for D — /7
* » ~1
‘ 12. Poor Workmanship _Ll 25. Improper T for G | ‘i\".‘y
o 13. Overzealous I SN g
inspection | (continued)
Z I
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‘s ] * N — i
:
!
Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: co Ac.-l-:nj Iw\fnrwly
Comments:
o [
L 1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
“‘ l 2. Poor Criteria at the : Between the Coniractor
oo Start of Design . and Subcontractors
: 12. Change in the
3. Need for Addendum | Contractor's
: L. Poor Documentation ! Supervisor’
| - by Inspector R 13. CO Directs Change in
. 5. Inexperience of T the Method or Manner
: Inspectors | of Performance
- ;FERTINENT| ¢  apsence of the I'14. Problems with
S Contractor's Supervisor __ ! Government-Furnished
- j TFACTS | Equipment
a 7. Poor Docamentation by q : —
K Contractor : 15. Use of Improper .
. . Communication
. 8. Contractor's Prior
N Experience : ) Channels by CO v
o 16. Air Force Personnel
o 9. Adversary Relationship i Performing Contractor
N 10. Change in Inspectors | Duties
' Additional Pertinent Facts: <‘§' overnmnent Manaas:ent ‘
: Contractor Mma.jemud' Change 1n COs 7 ‘
1 Comments: Kt ~ had 4n ggg,a'{!a:l'g amd gfg“:~
—toncrete ovound Pcy conduits -
:' C‘"a b‘ pfOL“M$ w, WQFPMH
rik® cince ad Yie -Hv.-l- he (k&-r‘
y ‘rom o + the worlk woul vy\u\—
y
¥
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TR A T =T CASE REVIEW FORM B
ASBCA Case No. ADR/2X Date Case Heard m/ﬁOPJ )
Name of Contractor S57~// mq: VIO 40 /}wma«/j e yte ]
Base (‘Q,A/ AEA,. L4, Pake No. 90 Vol. No. B)-/
Paragra_ph No. /COC/‘/ '
CASE Entitlement n/ Both E&Q ____ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ (’g‘(f 3%. A2
INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr Amount of award $
Time Extension reguested J//»Q (days) Awarded M/4 (days)
Design Discipline: Electr Mech  Civil Struc
FROJECT Area of the Country: -S£ Days Required M/A MaJCOM: _g£/( .
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 2 I6<5 1579 COE involvement Yes_ No__
Type of Work (pro,]ect): Ww Arvmamand Joolzm Jeue(#au.&é;
Type of Work (Claim): Zote Aelp T o »47/::@“« ' 1o JiTe i 1)
J I .
1. Ambiguous: Specs. I 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages , —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. i 15. Inspector-caused Delay -
L. Differences in | 16. Inspector Ac*f:ing Outside
Interpretation I His Authority —_—
_ : I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of - ! .
CLAIM 5 tﬁe work degcribed . Rejecting Work _—
CATEGORIES| 4. tnaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
s s . | 19. Inspector Improperly :
. Differi Site s
7 Condit?%ns ‘ ! Stopping Work D —
I 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
8. Cha;fes in ?pecs. —_— or Gross Errors
9. Chal Eaaos il ae : 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior | 22. COwDilr{'ecting Addt'l
. knowledge | or —_—
11. Failure to give | 23. COwImﬁroperly Re jecting
access to the | or _
work site  24. Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I —
inspection | (continued)
|
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Claim Categories(contd.)_l

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : Q#ud feorly organsped - frord X Zbfom wrdad 0 dtion 2y

e Lo Vo T Dten frord o - 2 St i

e v
FT R RE RSN

,.
A AV

..

N

... iV .t e
5 A

| PERTINENT
FACTS

g CAMEMAR AN Sy

A AR S

AW\ ¢

A

T IR ISR

l. Need for Change Order | 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the | and Subcontractors

Start of Design
3. Need for Addendum
4. Poor Documentation

—! 12. Change in the
‘Contractor's
Supervisor

9. Adversary Relationship 16. Aégrgggggnzeg:gggzgtor

10. Change in Inspectors ] Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: Xz fedtdZs noad coctiaitase <shotly
Comments s Mﬁm&%pfﬁd

.
|
by Inspector —! 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of T the Method or Manner
Inspectors ! of Performance .
6. Absence of the I'14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ J Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by : Equipment —_
Contractor :15. Use of Improper
' Communication
8. ng;:igzgges Frior [ Channels by CO -
=1
— |

PR R SR ARG B AL A EALL AL

()
et el
¢
[
.
)

166

........
...................




L. .

LS RN ER RN

« ¢ 2 GEam S

CASE
INFO

PP R RNV -

s )
L]

: PROJECT
: FEATURES

T CASE REVIEW FORM Bill ___

ASBCA Case No. Qm\Q\§ Date Case Heard 22 AeCSI

Name of Contractor and W Co"”"“j e
Base Fou OFR %) Pdge No. _7Y%5 10 ¥o1. No. _B(—|

Paragraph No. _2 5 014

Entitlement ~__ Both E&Q ____ Dollar Amt. of Claim ${>)p

Who won? Govt. Ktr 3 Amount of award $_uln
Time Extension requested | ip (days) Awarded o)A (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc N
Area of the Country: D& Days Required //'4 MAJCOM: A\ £ 10
Size of Contract: $211a8159 COE involvement: Yes__ NoN
Type of Work (project): {gupicr Abicour
Type of Work (Claim): —Themis. canc< '

=] cram
. | CATEGORIES

RN

LA

3
.
.
.
.
[]
.
.

)
.

¢ w—r . e e
»

COE TS I
. o
.....

1. Ambiguous: Specs. | 1L, Impfoper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. i Damages —
3. Conflicts in Specs. { 15. Inspector-caused Delay -
L. Differences in I 16. In;feczazhAgzing Outside
Interpretation : . ins S . ; y L —_—
5. Impossibility of . pector lmproperly
~ the work descrited I Re jecting Work ¢ e
' I 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech.
data in specs. : " Ingire:tiniqurk ) —
7. Differing Site . pector improperly
Conditions ! Stopping Work —_—
=1
8. Changes in Specs. —i 20. Frg:dérg::eg:rgggects.
9. Cbgilggﬁzi"igfgge : 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. O;:erlhgd superior | 22 Cowgi;ecting Addt’l
owledge — —_—
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the.
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

[
1

 24. Improper T fer D
: 25. Improper T for C
|

(continued)
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% Claim Categories(contd.)
3 Additional Claim Categries:
Comments: § ) 21rein deaign = oord wpcldin' T At familiposol o/ Lacill
“ !EE ! : ' L4 Ld 6’
|
l. Need for Change Order  11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the i
Start of Design —_ and Subcontractors
12. Change in the
3. Need for Addendum { Contractor’s
4. Poor Documentation ! Supervisor
i by Inspector — 13. CO Directs Change in
o 5..Inexperience of ! the Method or Manner
- Inspectors | | of Performance -
:PERTINENT | ¢ apsence of the | 14. Problems with
: FACTS Contractor's Supervisor _ ! Government-Furnished
; | Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by  —
Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience ___: | Channels by CO —
9. Adversary Relationship __, 16. Aggrgg:;gnzeg:gggggtor
10. Change in Inspectors ] Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: M#M
Comments: .
b
Q
i
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Bill _

ASBCA Case No. __2932Z  Dpate Case Heard Man 2¥, /781
Name of Contractor _Lumse+th Plumkmq + ch-;-mq

Base _Growd Fbrki ND Page No. '7_';,503 “Vol. No. a[ [

Paragraph No. [5‘, 0é 2

Entitlement _/ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $__32 %0

CASE _
INFO Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of award $ N/A
Time Extension requested N/A ( daysl Awarded (days)
[ Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil ___ Struc
FROJECT Area of the Country: - Days Required MAJCOM: _SAS
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ ‘/0',100 COE involvement Yes__ No_y”
Type of Work (project): _ ustallation + repairs Jo MFiH
g Type of Work (Claim): __ plumbing .
| 7
1. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages ) —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs.. t 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in : I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
. Interpretation I His Authority -—
. I 17. Inspector Improperly ‘
. Impossibility of .
CLAIM | 5 tlfl:g work degc‘ribed | Re jecting Work —_—
CATEGORIES | 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Iﬁ:ﬁ:“i’ﬁ"gpgzg’,“ [ Directing Work
| 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differi Site ‘
7 Condit?gns ﬁl Stopping Work
. I 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
8. S:a:fes in Specs. —I or Gross Errors ' —
9. “ng‘r ggggi"igrgge __: 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior | 22. CowDilz;ecting Addt'l
' knowledge —_ or —_
11. Failure to give | 23. COWImgroperly Re jecting
access to the: | or ‘ —_—
| work site . | 24. Improper T for D
\ 12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T fof c
13. Overzealous I
inspection ! (continued)
| .
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

.Commentsx

()

Need for Change Order

Poor Criteria at the
Start o: Design

Nead for Addendum

. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

Inexperience of
Inspectors

Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor __

N

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor : 1s.
8. Contractor's Prior
Experience |
9. Adversary Relationship I 16.

10. Change in Inspectors I
Additional Pertinent Facts:

Lack of Coordination

Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

Use of Improper
Communication -
Channels by CO

Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties ’

‘“Fnadzouate Sita Tuv. ,

mf' dtlkyd in M;qq

[ 4
nece $3ew

[ 4

[ K hed” 4 d

acti'en

—dv relocate Jub feouets
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.

i ASBCA Case No. s)5304/  Date Case Heard 24/ fo2 /93
: Name of Contractor _/Aws \Nepoa/d /("5 122 028ES, Tre
; 7 Page No. 74885 Vol. No. _&dl-f

: Base A/- =
Paragraph No. /95/025 |

) GASE. Entitlement _‘_/_./ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_ /A
f INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr / Amount of award $ JL///Q“

Time Extension requested U/tq (days) Awarded A M (days)

Design Diéciplinex Electr ___ Mech ____ Civil ___ Struc )}/

: '_PROJECT Area of the Country:Aiduest Days Required /&) MATCOM: _AC.
. FEATURES Size of Contract: § COE involvements Yes__ No

' ' Type of Work (project): jMM/M%Md MEW unile

o Type of Work (Claim): M/W N

1. Ambiguous: Specs. _ \/ ' 14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

2. Cmissions in Spees. ___) _ —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. y 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside |
Interpretation i His Authority -
: I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of
| cram > tllie work dgcribed I Re jecting Work —_—
CATEGORIES | 18. Inspector Improperly
| 6. Inacourate tech. | " TDirecting Work
I 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differing Site
? Condit?gns | Stopping Work
- | 20. Praud, Latent Defects
] & c:aﬁes in Spees.  __, or Gross Errors S
9. C..gr ggﬁgi"igrgge : 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior , 22. cowDi]z"ecting Addt’l
' knowledge I or e B
11. Failure to give I 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the | Work —_—
work site _  24. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for .
13. Overzealous !
inspection | (continued)
1
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CATRUALFS, 8

Claim Categories(contd.)

E Additional Claim Categries:

.\.: 7ﬂ ~ - D) Ny

. Comments: 1) Am@ﬁmAxtiJ4%uﬁ}nqﬂmndnuhl

. 7 L4

S ,
_E 1. Need for Change Order ; 11. Lack of Coordination

. Between the Contractor

- 2. Poor Criteria at the | ) ,
; Start of Design | and Subcontractors

: 3. Need for Addendum 12 ng:%§a§?°:?:

. L. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

i by Inspector —"13. o Directs Change in ‘

5. Inexperience of | the Method or Manner

= Inspectors I of Performance

EPERTINENT 6. Absence of the l'14. Problems with

et FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __! Government-Furnished

F - I Equipment

’ 7. Poor Documentation by —
” Contractor . : 15. Use of Improper

i 8. Contractor's Prior Communication

i Experience V/ : Channels by CO —_—
é 9. Adversary Relationship -——-116. Aégrggggzngegggggzitor

b 10. Change in Inspectors I Duties

£ Additional Pertinent Facts: :

ﬂ Comments:

i‘-

:

"z
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; CASE
: INFO

-
hi
‘e
l -
H
Y
-
-

PROJECT

: FEATURES

!

DLLL | V.

.

ASBCA Case No. Date Case Heard Meur. '30', 1981

Name of Contractor _Norcoast- Beck Aleudian
Base Cape Nawenhaw,AK Page No. _I% SHS Vol. No. _8|-1
Paragraph No. __ 15,072

Entitlement / Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 8.6,
Who won? Govt. _,/Ktr Amount of award $ N/A
f

Time Extension requésted Nlﬂ (days) Awarded

_(days)

Size of Contract: §

Design Disciplines: Electr _Z Mech ____ Civil ___ Struc

Area of the Country: ____ Days Required _____ MAJCOM: __AAc
346, 000 _ COE involvement Yes_ No_ v
___eonstruchion of bidq

Type of Work (project): |
ineralNation of electr. eQ\n'P. N

Type of Work (Claim):

| cramm
 CATEGORIES

1. Ambiguous: Specs. __L: 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages . : -_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. { 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. pifferences in , 1 16. In}sgeczog Ac'!:ing Outside
Interpretation I 8 Authority —_—
I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described _ ! Re jecting Work —
.1 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech.
data in spees. : Directing Work —_
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions — Stopping Work —
20. Fraud, Latent Defects
:' g:‘la;’fes in ipe::‘ —_ or Gross Errors S
. Challenges in the
oD Egigzal" area : 21. CO Acting Improperly _
10. Owner had superior | 22. CowDilr!'ectmg Add3’1
knowledge —_ or —_
11. Failure to give I 23. COwImﬁroperly Re jecting
access to the: | or —_—
work site | 24. Improper T for D —
12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous ! -
inspection | (continued)
!
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PERTINENT

1.’

FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

|
11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the

. Need for Change Order

Poor Criteria at the
Start ol Design

N -

3. Need for Addendum Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor -
by Inspector -~ 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance -

Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractur's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

9. Adversary Relationship

—_
|
—_
1
I
|
[
o
6. Absence of the : 14. Problems with
|
|
-
|
1
—
10. Change in Inspectors |

Additional Pertinent Facts: Ikir relied sn drede proctiee,

Kir +farled do interpret &@s. a$S a wl«ole_ '

Comments: _ K-h- %gr%%]t “5_130.[\ re-quma ' meomt
. 4J~td b\k*

__%Qsd’ would r M-Fh' ‘o provi evvcecg

J}<+r' savs /#-gggs +rade proc + .

for ?pv4n +o Fgg;kjau- ser VviceS,
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.

ASBCA Case No. ___2292Y Date Case Heard Ma¥ 20, 1913
Name of Contractor TW _Batesen Com?m}, Lne.
Base Lacklamd, Tx. Page No. _JI, 694 _Vol. No. _80-2

Paragraph No. ' Ij‘, 545

CASE
INFO

Entitlement _/ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 33,, 068

Who won? Govt. __ Ktr _/ Amount of award $ N/A
Time Extension requested ’{/A (days) Awarded /\(/A' (days)

PROJECT
FEATURES

Design Discipline: Electr _y Mech Civil Struc
Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: __ ATC
Size of Contract: $_£9 COE involvement: Yes_ )/ No

Type of Work (project): enloaree ho r'-h_:l .
Type of Work (Claim): . 42,Z; f/ {1nes N

CLAIM
. JATEGORIES

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. i Damagas —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 12. Inspector-caused Delay
L, Differences in I 16. Insgector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! His Authority —_—
R | 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of . :
the work described ! Re jecting Work S
: | 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech.
data in specs. : Directing Work —_—
. tor Improperly
7. Differing Site 19. Inspec
" “Conditions  — ,/: Stopping Work . . _
8. Changes in Specs. | 20. Frggdérgggegﬁrgggects'
9. Challenges in the | . R
"Or Equal” area , 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior | 22. CowDiiecting Addt'l
knowledge | oc —_
11. Failure to give | 23. COWImEroperly Re jecting
access to the i or _
work site _ | 24. Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship I 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous ! -
inspection | (continued)
|

s




Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

i _
11, Lack of Coordination

Between the Contractor

and Subcontractors .

12. Change in the
Contractor's
‘Supervisor -

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum
4. Foor Documentation

by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in : '
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors _gﬁ of Performance -

. Problems with
Governuent-Furnished

=
.

— |

i

—

|

|

|

[

K [
ERTINENT | 4, Absence oi the .
Contractor's Supervisor __ :

|

-

|

{

|

|

{

FACTS Ml
- 7. Poor Documeiitation by [ Equ;pment —_—
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior - Communication
Experience é ~ Channels by CO —
. 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship __ f Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors 1 Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: K1y failed 4 clarify a.w\bn'q.,
foude-%um skﬁwes}c' 1o, Gw%- M&‘\' -

Comments:

Laﬂesk'ig Fgguﬁh/g vy

¢
Jl‘ﬁ.,q._QO_____
Stwvice a¢ F‘cwnsg iy gg_cewl-rud.




. CASE

" INFO

) I [Y

" PROJECT
FEATURES

‘P;éé ;l_ of __L Pages

CASE REVIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. VW3S 2 Date Case Heard gé[ et O

Name of Contractor 77

/ ”~
Base Mm;ﬂm_gazhse No. _2,.,.4_-_7_1_ Vol. No. AD-w)

Paregraph No. _ /</ 73/

Entitlemnent ____

Who won? Govt.
Time Extension requested //A da

E&Q / Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 4/%’, 2,32 [
34 Ktr ___ Amount of award $ O

2[R
/"

(davs)'

Awarded

Design Discipline: Electr Mech — Civil ___ Struec u//
Area of the Country: West Days Required ~a MAJCOM: =7
Size of Contract: $_SZ(, 000 COE involvement Yess/ N No__
Type of Work (project): 4a¢a«d2zlandﬁmag4u¥&/

Type of Work (Claim): )ﬂodiw\;za. g,&u;#-&-&rr//( .

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

1. Ambiguous Specs.

?\ Wn S I )

14, Improper Liquidated

Damages
" 15. Inspector-caused Delay

16. Inspector Acting Outside
His Authority

Inspector Improperly
Re Jecting Work

Inspector Improperly
Directing Work

Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

20.! Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21.\00 Acting Improperly
22.'CO Directing Addt'l

. Omissions in Specs.
. Conflicts in Specs.

Differences in
Interpretation

. Impossibility of
the work described

Inaccurate tech.
data in specs.

7. Differing Site
) Conditions

. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal” area

17.

18.

19.

N

@

I
|
10. Owner had superior ]
knowledge —_ Work S
11. Failure to give I 23. QwImﬁroperly Re jecting \/
access to the. | or =
work site ‘  24. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship ; I 25. Improper T for c
13. Overzealous !
inspection | (continued)
]
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional.Claim Categries:

Commente:- $)w7wwmwm veomends  12) apecy ¢
JﬂxﬂAnnhmuwwﬁqb zﬂéygqnmn&mu*@bwvwﬁmaD441%w

| “?40Q%
_ 11. Lack of Coordlnatlon

Between the Contractor

" 1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the |

Start of Design ) and Subcontractors .
3. Need for Addendun 12. Cgiﬁ%iaggoﬁve
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
- Inspectors of Performance

FERTINENT | ¢4, Absence of the 14. Problems with

1
|
: 13. CO Directs Change in
l
|
Contractor's Supervisor _ I Government-Furnished
|
!
1
|
DR |
|
N

the Method or Manner

FACTS .
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —_
Contractor 1l5. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO _—

9. Adversary Relationship 16. Aéﬁriﬁ?ﬁinzeggﬁgggitor

10. Change in Inspectors Duties

| Additional Pertinent Facts: .AALA£t¢L 4Auu&b5t;y1a:leuﬂaZZigéf
i jﬁiﬁ#ﬂﬂéééuu,jbvzég5014Z¢u45&ﬁu«£(
o Comfents : «Q?d444%4¢¢« 45aJ(/na¢ZZZ4449
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Page _| of _3 Pages Lin ____
CASE REVIEW FORM Bl =

ASBCA Case No. 225 30 Date Case Heard M(x 2R, /99

Name of Contractor Maco Y

Base _Avnold AF¢ enn, Page No. 74, ¥2)_ Vol. No. _80-2
Paragraph No. __/ ‘f’ 499

Entitlement _o/ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_I4%,305.1Y

CASE
INFO Who won? Govt. /_ Ktr ___ Amount of award $___NJA
Time Extension requested NJAR (days) Awarded (days)
»
Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil L Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: ___ Days Required MAJCOM: _AFSC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ l3l3 o6o COE involvement Yes__ No_y~ |
Type of Work (project): _mod fication oF St+eawm i&—‘-ﬁt—
Type of Work (Claim): ‘ Fxeavesion
I
1. Ambiguous. Specs. _ﬁ | 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Spees. ___| Damages —
3. Conflicts in Specs. __ | 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation | His Authority -
i 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of
CLAIM 5. Impossibility of ea i Re jecting Work .
SATEGORIES | 18. Inspector Improperly
§. Inaccurate tech: ! Directing Work _
| 19. Inspector Improperl
. Differi ite properily
7 Condit?gng i Stopping Work : " —
— | 20. Praud, latent Defects
8. Cha;fes in Spees. —I or Gross Errors ' -
9. C!.‘gr ggﬁ:i"i:rge __: 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior | 22. CO Directing Addt'l
: knowledge e Work —
11. Failure to give I 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the I Work —_—
work site ‘e 24. Improper T for D —_
12. Poor Workmanship ___: 25. Improper T for C .
|
!

13. Overzealous

inspection - (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

-
[

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criterlia at the
: Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum — 12. cggg%gaégo:?§
4. Poor Documentation : Supervisor .
by Inspector ~—— 13. CO Directs Change in ’
. 5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors —_— of Performance -

PERTINENT | 4. Absence of the Problems with

PACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by —_—
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
Communication
8. ke e B e Channels by CO
16. Air Force Personnel '

9. Adversary Relationship
'10. Change in Inspectors

Performing Contractor
Duties

- _
=

Additional Pertinent Facts:

R Comments s Kir claimeel -ﬁwf‘%ﬂ#- Shoutd bave

gf rmm g.ﬂ K work Tabk” suhcontvacter
< ﬂ?pﬂ:p.sl
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Page _g of 3 Pages Lin ___
CASE REVIEW FORM | Bill

S %A Case No. 325’}_@ Date Case Heard M‘X a2, /930

Name of Contractor __ Masen+ Dulion Cn-m'pam ne.
Base “Tenpn, Page Nc. _1! Vol. No. __ 86 -2

Paragraph No. _| ‘f,. $¥917

Entitlement _y/ Both E2Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_(see claim ')

Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr ___  Amount of award $__ N|A
Time Extension requested N/ A (days) Awarded (days)

CASE
INFO

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil _{_ Struc

ROJECT | prea of the Country: ____ Days Required ____ MAJCOM: _AFSC

EATURES Size of Contract: $_JI, 3!3,000  COE involvement Yes__ No_ o/
Type of Work (project): " medifc. of Sheam disir Syshema
Type of Work (Claim): : ?"Pd- ?lmu\«n‘?‘ i

14. Improper Liquidated

1. Ambiguous. Specs.
Damages

2. Omissions in Specs. _
3. Conflicts in Specs. / 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in I 16. Insgector Acting Outside
Interpretation 1 His Authority —_—
' | 17. Inspector Improperly
) . Impossibility of
CLAIM > tﬁg work described | Re jecting Work —_
ATEGORIES| 4. Tnaccurate tech. - | 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. : | Directing Work —_
7. Differing Site , 19. Inspector Improperly
\ Conditions __: - Stopping Work - _ | — —
“ 8. Changes in Specs. —_ 20. Frﬁﬁdér§§§°3§r2§§°°ts' |
9. Challenges in the I
"Or Eggaln area ___: 2l. CO Acting Improperly —_—
10. Owner had superior 22. CowDiiecting Addt'l
) knowledge — or. —_— f
11. Pailure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Rejecting - !

access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

24, Improper T for D

po ame ame e e e e e

1

25. Improper T for C

(continued)

|
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o Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:
]
1. Need for Change Order  11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the 0 . Between the Contractor |
Start of Design | and Subcontractors .
3. Need for Addendum 12 Change in the |
4. Poor Documentation J Supervisor
by Inspector —! 13. CO Directs Change in ‘
5. Inexperience of ' the Method or Manner |
Inspectors J of Performance
ERTINENT | 4. Absence of the '14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor _ ! Government-Furnished
FACTS ; | Equipment
‘ 7. Poor Documentation by quip » _
Contractor :15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communicat}on
Experience : ¢ Channels bf Cco —_—
16. Air Porce Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship ____, Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors ____ | Duties —
Additional Pertinent Pacts: ' idr failed o cead
contract a3 a whele -
Comments:
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CASE
INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

Page _:L,of _;} Pages Lin ___

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill _ /

ASBCA Case No. __ 22530 Date Case Heard May ;72 1930
Name of Contractor Mason + Dulion Cnmnouu.v tnc

e. A‘fﬂo"dA’Fgf_ﬁnn Page No. _T7[ 47/ Vol. N&. 9 -2
Paragraph No. _ 14, 499 -

Entitlement _/ Both E2Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_{czdaim/)
Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of award $ AJLA
Time Extension requested AV% (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ‘é Struc

Area of the Country: ____ Days Required ____ MAJCOM: _AFSC
Size of Contract: $_1,313 000 COE involvement Yes__ No___
Type of Work (project): :M ed. of Sduanm disir. suctewm
Type of Work (Claim): : Ancterll _mat'l r

CLAIM
JATEGORIES

the work described

. Inaccurate tech.
‘data in specs.

. Differing Site .
Conditions

8. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal” area

10. Owner had superior

1. Ambiguous Specs. ___: 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Spees. ___| Damages —_
3. Conflicts in Specs. ___| 15. Inspector-caused Delay

L. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Qutside

. Interpretation | His Authority -
5. Impossibility of : 7. mggigé‘g‘i‘n;m‘{;ggﬁerly .
6

18. Inspector Improperly
Directing Vork

19. Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Directing Addt'l

q

| IS

knowledge Work _—
11. Failure to give 23. Lowggﬁroperly Re jecting

access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

2. Improper T for D

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

. Comments:
' -
1. Need for Change Order j 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the i
Start of Design : and Subcontractors
12. Change in the
3. Need for Addendum | Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation '\ Supervisor
by Inspector — 113, 0 Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of ! the Method or Manner
Inspectors | of Performance
6. Absence of the | 14, Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __| Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by . Equipment —_—
Contractor :15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience : ) Channels by CO —
16. Air Force Personnel
_9' Adversary Relationship __° Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors | Duties
Additional Pertinent Pacts: da Fard . Facts

Comments:

184




Page of Pages
‘L‘ “L CASE REVIEW FORM

Bill _

‘ASE
- NFO

JJECT
ATURES

ASBCA Case No. QB??*/ ‘Date Case Heard & L/ﬁ./ =3
Name of Contractor < "L’ r'f'm/ /1 7)

Base =:('07: QQ} /L Page No. 21,32'2 Vol. No. .‘2

Paragraph No. /<2

W{
Entit%ement V4 Botg E&Q ____ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ ‘Z:Q% o

Who won? Govt. ./ Ktr ___ Amount of award $___O)
Time Extension requested &4/& (days) Awarded _ {//A (days)

-Area of the Country:idwestDays Required ,U[ B MAJCOM: mg%:
No

Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech ___ Civil ____ Struc v’

Size of Contract: $1.8 792D  COE involvement Yes

Type of Work (pro:]ect): WWW a Luitoling .
Type of Work (Claim)s dednchedidsdidn folruellymitol spoce *haunng,

sAIM
. '[EGORIES

1. Ambiguous Specs. ; 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. ___j Damages )
3. Conflicts in Specs. ___| 15. Inspector-caused Delay

16. Inspector Acting Outside

13. Overzealous
inspection

- |
b. D§§;§§§2§§§t§§n I His Authority
. I 17. Inspector Improperly
3 e vork devcoibed __|! Re Jecting Work —
| 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Iﬁ:ﬁ:“iﬁtgpﬁgg?‘ | Directing Work |
| 19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site | Stopping Work
~ | 20. Praud, Latent Defects
:‘ g:a:fes in ipecs. S— or Gross Errors ’ L
’ 'gr ggﬁ:in 2}223 : 21. CO Acting Improperly —_—
10. owner had superior ' 22. CO Directins Addt'l
knowledge ; Work —_—
11. Failure to give I 23. cowImﬁroperly Re jecting
access to the ’ or | —
work site  24. Improper T for D -
|
' —
|

(continued)

12. Poor Workmanship -___ 25. Improper T for C
1
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: l)?mwmmh qﬂm Yt declyy Tappean

o TR Bl g Al 77
|
1. Need for Change Order ___, 11. Lack of Coordination
: Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the ] .
Start of Design — and Subcontractors —_— a
3. Need for Addendum ___1 12. Change 1n the |
4. Pcor Documentation I Supervisor — :
by Inspector —1 13. CO Directs Change in ¢!
5. Inexperience of T the Method or Manner ‘ )
‘ Inspectors ! of Performance —
RTINENT | 4. Absence of the '14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __| Government-Furnished :
PACTS ] Equipment '
7. Poor Documentation by quip —_ '
\\\\ . Contractor : 15. Use of Improper :
T 8. Contractor's Prior Communication :
. Experience : ) Channels by CO —_ :
16. Air Porce Personnel N
9. Adversary Relationship ___, Performing Contractor »
- - ‘ 10. Change in Inspectors ___ | Duties - '

Additional Pertinent Facts: @?g—l‘d Zs read docurneTeso «Sods
1&&[u1h[1§1&u»¢&.A@iidt»nlk,udﬁ 2t andereilomaliss srorfy.

Comments : b

A 2 SRR

crer vmesna
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Page _) of __\_ Pc.ges , Lin ___

CASE REVIEW FORM 3

e ' Bill _ .~ i
ASBCA Case No. _2451 Date Case Heard _Auaust 14, '80 f
Name of Contractor _ G+ M Mechanrcal C-n-h%s_.hrs ! :
Base 'k"“"!! Texas Page No. 72,693 Vol. No. _30-23 :
Paragraph No. { ‘ll. 734 'L

Entitlement  Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $__ N.6,
Who won? Govt. / Ktr Amount of award $ n/A

‘NFO :
Time Extension requested Q’_& (days) Awarded 045 (days) .l

Design Disciplines: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil Struc _v/

0JECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required MAJCOM: _AFLC
‘ATURES Size of Contract: $ N.G. COE involvemenh Yes_¢ No ) i
Type of Work (project): _ installation f o‘n‘"d water |1neg '4

Type of Work (Claim): " Concrete, columng

1. Ambiguous Specs. ! 14. Improper Liquidated :
2. Omissions in Spees. ___ | Damages —_— d
3. Conflicts in Specs. ___| 12. Inspector-caused Delay —_ .

L. Differences in T 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside !
Interpretation ! His Authority —]— .
! 17. Inspector Improperly f ~

5. Impossibility of
LAIM - | the work described _ ! Re jecting Work Z !
TEGORIES| . Inaccurate tech. | 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. : Directing Work —_— :
7. Differing Site. 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions : Stopping Work e ¥
‘ 20. Fraud, Latent Defects -
:' g:a:fes in ipec.:. -1 or Gross Errors ' - -
. allenges in the |
"Or Equal® area  ___, 21. CO Acting Improperly —_
10. Owner had superior I 22. COwDi;ecting Addt'l -
knowledge —_ or. — ’
23. CO Improperly Rejecting 7
11l. PFailure to give | :
access to the i Work —£ N
work site —_ 24, Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship / i 25. Improper T for C .
13. Overzealous ! -
inspection | (continued)
| .
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'RT INENT

PACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:
i
1. Need for Change Order __ ; 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the i Between the Contractor

3. Need for Addendum 1
L. Poor Documentation |
by Inspector 113
5. Inexperience of !
Inspectors ___l
6. Absence of the 1y,
Coniractor's Supervisor ___ !
7. Poor Documentation by :
Contractor _las.
8. Contractor's Frior !
" Experience ;
9. Adversary Relationship ___, 1%

Start of Design

19. Change in Inspectors I

Additional Pertinent PFacts:

— 12,

and Subcontractors

Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

' Lhrorrect sMr_l:ni Procedures

Comments:

188
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Page of Pages
- 2 | CASE REVIEW FORM

[t a e aun e ST Jatn MR 20 ChCENE] AP g M e M ER L SO

.

ASECA Case No. SXJKP(HiH) Date Case Heard S Surd  Ermy

Name of Contractor (et uc o, ra

Base mmﬂﬂg;hge No. Q32X  Vol. No. 20
Paragraph No. \S\<So

- CASE
INFO

Entitlement \//,Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $§;Lﬂ53§§£&::

Who won? Govt. ./ Ktr ___ ount of award $ L’ A
Time Extension requested '8 (days) Awarded days

i N
PROJECT
FEATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struec _L ./
Area of ihe Country: 2£ Days Required (XD MAJCOM: TRC., -
Size of Contract: $ LfQ; 214 COE involvemenh Yes__ No 7 W/
Type of Work (project): fﬁé_.&_cemﬂ-w

Type of Work (Claim): MM#WMMM

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

15. Inspector-caused Delay
16. Inspector Acting Outside

.. Ambiguous Specs.
. Omissions in Specs.
. Conflicts in Specs.

|
1 |
2 !
3 ]
4. Differences in
5
6

Interpretation — His iuth;rity . —
. Tmpossivility of | M0 TR g Work . __
T teeh P Milecting Vork 0
7 i O e rine e
8. Changes in Specs. ::: 20. Fr:gdérggzeg:rgggectS. .

"Or Equal”" area

1
1
|
|
|
|
|
!
|
{
9. Challenges in the : 21. CO Acting Improperly
|
|
|
|
!
|
i
I
]

10. Owner had superior 22. cowDi;ecting Adds’l
knowledge - or. _ —_—
11. Failure to give 23. CowImEroperly Re jecting
access to the: or _—
work site 'emem| 24. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship —! 25. Improper T for C .
13. Overzealous
inspection - (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: Oéédfja&%-é %’fé&t
— v

Comments: 775 eadind (O cocreld Ll wnlds- £¢czZ,(/LaZ::Jq’WW
4

PP W PN

I
1. Need fcr Change Order —_ 11. Lack of Coordination
i 2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
) Start Sfdbesign ! and Subcontractors

— ! 12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

3. Need for Addendum
4, Poor Documentation

| by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

FERTINENT | ¢ 14. Problems with

Government-Furnished

!
|
|
|
[}
. Absence of the :
I Equipment
|
1
|
1
—_
S
, !

Contractor's Supsrvisor __

FACTS
7. Poor Documentation by —
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

R . . e e
9. Adversary Relationship 16 Aégrgggging gggg?aétor

l / 19. Change in Inspectors Duties -

, Additional Pertinent Facts: &z 25 Laded - oldaina oig Crmmte-
: aflkrw RV IV EN %Duoqig.éﬁdg&_ !

l Comnents : ]ié{'q M‘WM;«ZM W — AT o Wﬁ&i’w

: e Ll Try

U oaeoﬂdq;:,/& MM /'m..az_eu,a_p .MW

; KT ¢ b0t Al cttog teflovtelils D pe¥ Ao burens

: i o 2R g coilan e ftiiod 2t Ay 4 AnedD

‘ <£ou<,é?uru;9¢nf'221z /7@-5%%5%£‘44;£hfliyw,
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Page N\ of <>- Pages | | Lin ./ .
CASE REVIEW FORM Bl

" Name of Contractor?‘r}\\ (r')d&-‘-?’ ch | QJ, T

ASBCA Case No. U ZSRLYTEN Date Case HeardodS wune. &

Base ﬁm&uﬂmnge No. 2  Vol. No. S20-—
Paragraph No. USLEA :

CASE
INFO

Ehtitlement / Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ =’Wll h’g& 6®
Who won? Govt. {/ Ktr ___ Amount of award $ Z\J f A

Time Extension requested M f (days) Awarded ,Lﬂl] (days)

4

PROJECT
FEATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech ____ Civil ___ Struc /
Area of the Country: Days Required 1RO MAJCOM:

Size of Contract: $dq G A3 COE involvement Yes_ No ,;
Type of Work (project): f’WMM/A««M%

Type of Work (Claim): € _MJ@A/M mcﬁé(da elentd

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

2. Omissions in Specs. _
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority —_—
s | 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described I Re jecting Work —_—
6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
"data in specs. - Directing Work -
. . 19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Si e 7 Stopping Work .

1. Improper Liquidated

1. Ambiguous: Specs.
Damages

Conditions
20. Fraud, Latent Defects,

8. Changes in Specs. or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21l. CO Acting Improperly z

|
|
|
|
l
|
"Or Equal” area :

10. Owner had superior | 22 Cowlg:.‘iecting Addt'l
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
!

knowledge
11. Failure to give 23. €O Improperly Rejecting

access to the:
work site 24, Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

a&i&/kmu¢41~hddkzid‘ﬁEL&L

PERTINENT
FACTS

3. Need for Addendum

COMZ:‘;% ) COThnealenid Z5 T pon D andeas o rwwmﬂ

11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
— Contractor's

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner

L. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of

Inspectors ’ of Performance
Contractor's Supervisor _ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
Communication
8. O pirastor s Prior _ Channels by €O

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

9. Adversary Relationship

|
[
|
|
i
{
|
|
{
6. Absence of the :1u. Problems with
[
|
|
|
l
, ]
10. Change in Inspectors |
i

Additional Pertinent Facts:

. Comments _E’M&M#_{u : JAWA?%
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Page | of _3 Pages

0

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill ___

.

ASBCA Case No. W Date Case Heard .S -\Uns. 5O
Name of Contractor } ey L g‘mm mog Co, T

Base %&M@age No. AT Vol. No. £O

Paragraph No. |<KT.&

CASE
INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

Entitlement ~’ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $./lu¥ 2

Who won? Govt. _~ Ktr — Amount of award $__ O
Time Extension requested _ { ['-’A- (days) Awarded ['gl (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech _‘Z_ Civil ___ Struc L_//

Aren of the Country: ‘2£ Days Required () MAJCOM: “TAC |
Size of Contract: $ §‘_-f y4o COE involvemenh Yes__ No_ v~
Type of Work (project): GoiZiit ffoumt Vall: olmoukely w«‘JMT?ﬁZ deots

Type of Work (Claim): %MMW@M

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

: 14. Improper Liquidated
| Damages

| 15. Inspector-caused Delay

1. Ambiguous. Specs.

2. Omissions in Specs.
3. Conflicts in Specs.
4. Differenzes in
5
[

I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation 1 His Authority —
‘ | 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of
the work degcribed | - Rejecting Work —_—
18. Inspector Improperly
© Tata In apecs.” ~ Directing Work —
. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
7 COnditggns Stopping Work . —
20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
8. C:a:fes in Specs. or Gross Errors .
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly 1

!
!
|
!
i
|
"Or Equal”" area :
10. Owner had suparior | 22 Cowlgil‘;ecting Adat'l
P -
!
!
I
!
|
|
I

knowlecze S
11. Failure to give 23. CowIml;::roperly Re jecting
access to the: or : —
work site 24, Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous ' -
inspection (continued)
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~ YERTINENT
FACTS

T
...........

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categriess _Mz&fﬂw_

‘9. Adversary Relationship : |

(W)
4:

6. Absence of the Problems with

Coiﬁents:
l
1. Need for Change Order ___ 11. Lack of Coordination
' Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design : .and Subcontractors
3. Need for Addendum | 12. cgggggaégo:?:
L. Poor Documentation i Supervisor
by Inspector —! 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of _ ! the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance
|
Contractor's Supervisor -— I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by ! Equipment —
Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience _;_l Channels by CO —_—

1 16. Air Force Personnel
- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors | Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:_ 2d: wran WM Mwﬁwm%w/
: 1: Z : T4 #

WM
Comments: 2/c J >~ Wﬁh"

<9¢4«44>¢¢—4z§u4¢e. GnFsad]
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ASBCA Case No. x_-% 3:Z§ﬁ‘wl‘ﬁ\, Date Case Heard <25 . Sl ME £
Name of Contractor’EQ-H Cm jcdpi zc:nw /C) ;_DT

Base M, /gnE &z:ﬂ ACB < Page No. fj[&ﬁ Vol. No. S0

Paragraph No. <<%

CASE
INFO

Entitlement «~ Both E&Q - ‘Dollar Amt. of Claim $ ([p!¥

Who won? Govt. _\_/__ Ktr ____  Amount of award $__(ulk
Time Extension requested _ N /# (days) Awarded _ O  (days)

PROJECT
FEATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech _{Civil — Struc e
Area of the Country: S€ Days dequired &9O MAJCOM: :[Qg:
Size of Contract: $_ 5 4440 COE involvement Yes__ No_+/
Type of Work (project): Lasthucl/Pondwnll;dneuhelisy {slusil/hT, doora
Type of Work (Claim): MWWMMM

CLAIM
JATEGORIES

1. Amdbiguous Specs. — 1 14, Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages ) —
3. Conflicts in Specs. i 15. Inspector-caused Delay _—
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation | His Authority —_—
. | 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of ,
the work described ! Re jecting Work —_
6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work —_—
: . R 19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site Stopping Work ,

Conditions
8. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the 21, CO Acting Improperly —_—

"Or Equal” area
22. CO Directing Addt'l

|

i

i

|

: 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,

I

I
10. Owner had superior | Work

I

I

!

I

!

I

|

|

or Gross Errors

knowledge —_—
11. Failure to give 23. cowImﬁroperly Re jecting
access to the or : —
work site 24, Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous

inspection ' (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

See Clatm (ofs on 294558

Comments: %¢& Cemments sn 24558
1. Need for Change Order , 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design ‘ and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

4. Poor Documentation ~ Supervisor —_
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors —_— of Performance -

{
|
i
T
|
1n.
|
"
|
-
|

ERTINENT | ¢, absence of the Problems with
PACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
Equipment

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience —1 16 Channels by CO

9. Adversary Relationship I 16. A%ﬁrggigznzeggggggitor

10. Change in Inspectors | Duties

Adéitional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:
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page |

N 'CASE
INFO

ROJECT
- SATURES

of _l_ Pages N

CASE REVIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. \.ﬁaﬁk}fﬁ Date Case Heard QSIXfQét>;é%C>

Name of Contractor f)- ;c(éhl eL & lectesc

(e

Base [ (PAcy O

Paragraph No.

19230,

Page No. ]d ) Vol. No.

 Entitlement J Both E&Q
N4 <

Who won? Govt.

Time Extension requested j[hg (days) Awarded (!4

Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 335137

Amount of award $ )

(days)

Design ‘Discipline: Electr 5{1 Mech ____

Civil ___ Struc

Area of the Country:/fuesTDays Required M/A  MaJcoM
Size of Contract: $_dalk

i A : C
COE involvement Yes__ No ;

Type of Work (project): M_MM@MMWA@Q{ sndosbitad

Type of Work (Claim): _415u45425%g432

SLAIM
o A\TEGORIES

1. Ambiguous: Specs.
. Omissions in Specs.
. Conflicts in Specs.

Differences in
Interpretation

. Impossibility of
the work described

. Inaccurate tech.
data in specs.

Differing Site
Conditions

. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
*"Or Equal® area

10. Owner had superior
knowledge

11l. Fallure to give
access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

O \n FWhN

0 =3

14.

1s5.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.

23.
24,
25,

improper Liquidated
Damages

Inspector-caused Delay

Inapector Acting Outside
His Authority

Inspector Improperly
Re jecting Work

Inspector Improperly
Directing Work

Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

Fraud, Latent Defects,
or GCross Errors

CO Acting Improperly

CO Directing Addt'l
Work

CO Improperly Rejecting
Work

Improper T for D
Improper T for C

(continued)
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RTINENT
PACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : ) ddnol 8ufGcreally sndicate the amoaaﬁdi wSré Jave Jued
In The eddeadu’/ng

1. Need for Change Order l 1l. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the | ,
Start of Design | and Subcontractors
3. Need for Addendun | 12. Change in the
k. Poor Documentation Supervisor :
by Inspector 13 CO Directs Change in

the Method or Manner
of Performance

14. Problems with

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the

Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —_—
Communication
8. Contractor's Prior
Experience Channels by CO —_—

9. Adversary Relationship 16. A%’irf‘gggn?gzgggzétor

10. Change in Inspectors . Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: Kfﬁl fusled 4o ade guetely m#n’eme

There wag a ga&g?“ dom Lg: f‘“@ whiclt cegu red Y5t to seek élary Geafron
Ca ke G.led & olacc G, ga

omments: dﬁgFL & oLrfy
4

|
|
|
!
|
Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
!
R |
— |
-
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Page _[

of _{ Pages Lin

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. __ 310 Date Case Heard Dee. |°4‘17‘l
Name of Contractor _Klapp Rocimq Co., Tne,

ég[egd La, Page No. 5%131 Vol. No. __30-|

Paragraph No.

ASE
.NFO

Entitlement  Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ Not aiven
Who won? Govt. _y  Ktr Amount of award $ N A&

Time Extension requested NZQ (days) Awarded _N// days

0JECT
ATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech ____ Civil Struc _/ :

Area of the Country: ____ Days Required /20 MaJcOM: _TAC

Size of Contract: $ gg,'uo COE involvements Yes__ No
Type of Work (project): Je.r'oo«qu dor»ls

Type of Work (Claim)s _:_p_g]_y__p_p_L_ms

LAIM
TEGORIES

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

o
4

Ahbiguous: Specs.

13. Overzealous

inspection- (continued)

|
!
2. Omissions in Specs. ] . —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay -
L. Differences in | 16. Insgector Acting Outside
Interpretation i His Authority —_—
5. Impossibility of { 17. Inspector Improperly
the work degcribed ! Re jecting Work —_—
j | 18. Inspector Improperl
6. Inaccurate tech. properly
data in specs. : Directing Work
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
7 Condit?gns : Stopping Work
8. Changes in Specs. | 20. Frg:dérggzegﬁrgigectso
9. Challenges in the -
"Or Eggaln area '___: 21. CO Acting Improperly -
knowledge I or. —
11. Failure to give 23 CowImEroperly Re jecting
access to the I or —_—
work site | 24. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship : 25. Improper T for C
|
!
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Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel :
Performing Contractor ’
Duties :

Experience
9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: Dejd.\lls
~ Comments:
o .
1. Need for Change Order I 11. Lack of Coordination :
Between the Contractor
. 2. ng:rgrg'}egggigg the I and Subcontractors .
12. Change in the
3. Need for Addendum . Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation | Supervisor
by Inspector —1 13. CO Directs Change in ‘ '
5. Inexperience of ! the Method or Manner ;
Inspectors i of Performance :
'L 'RTINENT | ¢, Absence of the | 14. Problems with
g FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __! Government-Furnished :
7. Poor Documentation by . Equipment — | '
. Contractor 115, Use of Improper :
8. Contractor’'s Prior : Communication
—
—
l

Additional Pertinent Pacts: Cen-\-ra..al-or- de.lcwegj

& In king necessary sctiong
~ ' Comments: BJ:* due. 12/ [ig’ma costs +
H ¢ H . K la+t

T T

g "WmeeEs ey

- -

F revious achons,

T MESR IS RS SN WCTAEY YRRt
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Page _L_ of _[_ Pages | . Lin 4

CASE REVIEW FORM : ' Bill

\SE
{FO

JJECT
\TURES

ASBCA Case No. 23183 Date Case Heard mam

Name of Contractor  leimwnca 7 Panrtit. Ca
Base SevmangsBmnson pFB pPage No. 8115 Vol. No. Xho)

Paragraph No. MM 34

Entitlement N __ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $2. 1135
Who won? Govt. ___ Ktry Amount of award $_,.1a

Time Extension requested y,ip (days) Awarded j,5)p (days)

Design Discipline: Electi' Mech Civil Struc N
Area of the Country: SE __ Days Required y,jn  MAJCOM: 1 AC

AIM
EGORIES

13. Overzealous

inspection (continued)

Size of Contract: $_1, 1o COE involvement Yes___ Nol\
Type of Work (project): .Mmmba.rf_aﬁ&.muuwﬁ_pcas —_
Type of Work (Claim): Jauinuc Jeaia ,
1. Ambiguous Specs. ' __: 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. ___| Damages . —_
3. Conflicts in Specs. i 12. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation 1 His Authority —
I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described i_ | Re jecting Work —_
: | 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech.
dataug.: specg. : Directing Work —_
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions ____: Stopping Work —_—
20. Fraud, Latent Defects
g' g:azfes in ipe::- —] or Gross Errors ' -
. Challenges in the
"Or Eggal" area _: 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior | 22. COwDi.;ecting Addt’l
knowledge —_ or —_
11. Failure to give | 23. cowImgroperly Re jectirg
access to the | or —
work site . y 24. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship ___;l 25. Improper T for C
l ——
I
l
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T1INENT
'ACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: 5) 4 weorhedione Qi dhicscidim gheed fMJJM{M

12)Lzrss - WMM

v [4 v

§
1. Need for Change Order  11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
2. nggrgrggegégigﬁ the ' and Subcontractors

12. Change in the

3. Need for Addendum Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor —_—
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors of Performance

|
|
1
T
!
6. Absence of the | 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor ___ : Government-Furnished
}
=
|

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication -
Experience — g Channels by CO - —_—
iaiad 16, v
9. Adversery Relationship ___ |~ Aégrrgﬁﬁzngegzﬁﬁgzitor
10. Change in Inspectors | Duties —

Additional Pertinent Facts: ;ijb%&4»a£Z Verd - :
Hroldiim »a(WgM % Aor M

Comments:
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CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

Page _| of _L_ Pages | Lin ___

CASE
INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

*

ASBCA Case No. 23234 Date Case Heard \Apviljol, 1930

Name of Contractor Diane Assoceiates . Tne.

Base ’Trcwl's! CA Page No. W, 23S _ Vol. No. go-{
Paragraph No. H,. 453 o

Entitlement / Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_7922.42

Who won? Govt. _¢ Ktr __ Amount of award $__ &9 M/A»
Time Extension requested N/A (days) Awarded days

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ____ Civil _L Strue
Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: _MAC
Size of Contract: $ I?BI. 900 COE involvement Yes__ No

Type of Work (project): "¢f¢"" §"P"'"' kler syste
X . P 5 7 104,
Type of Work (Claim): Mo&oy/flgcm of C. Fa&g

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

VWO 3 N W O TWDN

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages,

-
’

Ambiguous. Specs.

. Omissions in Specs. .
. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay
. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation 1 His Authority —_—
I 17. Inspector Improperly
Impossibility of
the work described __ | Rejecting Work —_—
| 18. Inspector Improperly
) Iﬁ:ﬁ:“ﬁitgngg?' | . Directing Work .
' T | 19. Inspector Improperl
. Differing Site properly
Condit?gns _l_...' Stopping Work —_—
A | 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
) g:aifes in Specc. —_ or Gross Errors ' -
’ ngr Egﬁziniﬁrzﬁe 21. CO Acting Improperly _
10. Owner had superior 22. €O Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work —_—
11. Failure to give Work

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection —_—

24, Improper T for D

]

25. Improper T for C

|
i
|
|
: 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
[
|
|
|
: (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.) - ' I)
. Additional Claim Categries: da.:/;

‘Comments:

i
1. Need for Change Order ,'ll. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the I gﬁgwgsgcggirgg?§§§°t°r

Start of Design ,
12. Change in the
2. Need for Addendum Contractor's

. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
. 5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

!

I

I

I

~ I

ERTINENT| ¢, pbsence of the 14, Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ ! Government-Furnished
| Equipment
!

I

|

1

|

|

|

——

FACTS
7. Poor Documentation by —
Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
' ' Communication
8._ngggig:g€es Prior Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship Performing Contractor

——
Ormt—
Ep——
———

10. Change in Inspectors Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: Iy
Comments: D a,(a,;/ Aue ) b acl weatie
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Page of ?ages Lin Y\
ge 1 of o CASE REVIEW FORM B111

.

ASBCA Case No. QNO/2 Date Case Heard 27 18fcC. 39
Neéme of Contraztor Ppassern  Cowsteunenion Co

Base Raunncion AR \liy Page No. H03sy  Vol. No. &0-1
Paragraph No. 1800Q7=

Entitlement N Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $3l0la*4.59

:cfgs;g Who won? Govt. Ny Ktr ____  Amount of award $_
Time Extension requested y)p (days) Awarded _yip (days)
A 2 :
Desién Disciplines Electr ____ Mech ____ Civil N Struc
PROJECT | prea of the Country:MdwedDays Required gN(O MAJCOM: QYC.
FEATURES Size of Contract: $:29 10.2%0 COE involvemenh Yes__ No .y _
Type of Work (project): ) =
Type of Work (Claimhwmmq.mmk.ﬁmsza.ﬁmgu
_Coeny, I
1. Ambiguous: Speecs. = ____ | 14, Imgroper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. I amages —_
3. Conflicts in Specs. /| 12 II:pec:or-:a:zed geia:;.’d
16. ector Ac utside
boDifferencesdte 1 His Authority _
ctam | 5 Wpeesiminttyof M MRllecting work . _
. | .
AR 6 mmgmme teeh 7 Mol ek
. ect e
S e O TERRARY
0. hunges in spea. | 20 PRy Tasegt B
9. C{xg%lggﬁzinigrgge _: 21. CO Acting Improperly —
10. Owner had superior | 22- Cowlg:':;‘ecting Addt'l
. knowledge —_ —_—
11. Failure to give | 23. Cow‘];:l}:roperly Re jecting
access to the: o —_—
work site e 2k. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship -l 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous ! -
inspection 1 (continued)
1
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ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional-Claim Categries:

) eonddicrg An

- Comments: %) Hsw Fasundsa WWMWW
frldffnedfprdn choas

’9. Adversary Relationship

l. Need for Change Order
2. Poor Criteria at the i
Start of Design _
3. Need for Addendum 1 12.
4. Poor Documentation !
by Inspector 1 13.
5. Inexperience of T
Inspectors ]
6. Absence of the g,
Contractor's Supervisor __!
7. Poor Documentation by !
Contractor __lis,
8. Contractor's Prior ‘/ :
Experience — I 1
16.

10. Change in Inspectors —_

Additional Pertinent Facts: ﬁ«%@m««ﬁ%

|
—_ 11l. Lack of Coordination

- Performing Contractor

AAOawdbﬁviﬁiﬁQodﬁ?

Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

Change in the
Ccntractor's
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

Use of Improper

Communics.tion
Channels by CO

Alr Force Personnel

Duties

B faded T lond, prolid embopudy

AL e

Comments : ““&MJ?J:’“ mu&p/««a W
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'Pae cf‘:--Pa_.-gés.. Lin
) == CASE REVIEW FORM - s111 N

ASBCA Case No. 2NnRA Date Case Heard 27 \ee 4G

Name of Contractor preddel Corolreolion

Wﬁr—’é Lex Page No. _3p34)  Vol. No. n-|
Paragraph No 1'448'4 _ '

CASE
INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

Entitlement N __ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $31,1.4, 59
Who won? Govt. ™ Ktr ___  Amount of award $_pia

Time Extension requested s\ (days) Awarded )>ylp (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech ___ Civilyy Struc .

Area oi the Country:"ﬂwf_f Days Required 40 MAJCOM: pYC.
Size of Contract: $2916.980 COE involvements Yes__ No Ny
Type of Work (project):

Type of Work (Claim): Tisenue sMdOTeIN, Arpom hois

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

: 14%. Improper Liquidated

1. Ambiguous. Specs.
Damages

L] s

13. Overzealous

inspection-. (continued)

2. Omissions in Specs. I _ )
3. Conflicts in Specs. 1 12. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! His Authority —_
- | 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of : .
the work deseribed ! Re jecting Work —_—
' ! 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech. _
data in speecs. : Directing Work —
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions __;: Stopping Work . e
8. Changes in Specs. — 20. Frggdérg::eggrgigects'
9. Challenges in the I B
"Or Equal” area _ 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior | 22 CowDi;ecting Addt'l
knowledge I or —_—
11. Failure to give I 23. COWImEroperly Re jecting
access to the: I or —_—
work site 'w—] 2. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship 1 25. Improper T for C
! ) —
I
|
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PERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: )) 4edlX Mdf[uw—ﬂzn Wc(uwlnxﬁ‘n @t‘

~io A2 m«wW/xma 4«4(4.&«9

1. Need for Change Order , 11. Lack of Coordination
_ Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the | and Subcontractors

Start of Design
3. Need for Addendum
L. Poor Documentation

— ! 1z2. Change in the
Contractor's ,
Supervisor —

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance —_

-1

:

1

T

I
6. Absence of the '14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __! Government-Furnished
|
I
-
|

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —
Contractor 15. Use of Improver

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience — Channels by CO

9. Adversary Relationship | 16. Aégrggﬁgingeggﬁﬁﬁzitor

10. Change in Inspectors | Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: _ZQ‘IW&.M&W&M:{
D feded T poad dreime Tt oo 2 4/@444@ .

Comments:
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CASE REVIEW FORM Bill v~

ASBCA Case No. _ 24201  Dpate Case Heara _Mawch 6, /780
Name of Contractor _ F P. La.-}&m;o' Construction (Smpany

. i
Base _ [rani¢, CA Page No. 70,97 Vol. No. __@0-/

Paragraph No. " Mr’}?q

CASE
INFO

'ROJECT
'‘EATURES

Entitiement _y/ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $_=% 377.37
Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr -Amount of award $§__NJ/A

Time Extension requested _ N/A (days) Awarded (days)
Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc v

Area of the Country: Days Required ___ MAJCOM: _ MAC
Size of Contract: $_6,947 é&so  COE involvementk Yes_/ No__
Type of Work (progect): 4 constructron oF blde

Type of Work (Claim): 1nstall -t ion of metal -ﬂa.sh:’-s

CLAIM

ATEGORIES

|

1. Ambiguous. Specs. ' 14, Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. 1 Damages , _
3. Conflicts in Specs. p 15. Inspector-caused Delay

. . 16. Inspector Acting Outside
L. Differences in A .

Interpretation His Authority S

sasqs 17. Inspector Improperly
Impossibility of Re jecting Work

the work described

O \n

18. Inspector Improperly

Inaccurate tech. Directing Work

data in specs.

. Differing Site
Conditions

8. Changes in Specs.

19. Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

I

i

!

{

|

|

B

|

i
'y ’ l —
9. Challenges in the : 21. CO Acting Improperly -

l

R

|

— |

|

|

|

l

ﬂ

"Or Equal” area
10. Owner had superior 22. COleiectlng Addt'l

knowledge or S
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

2L . Improper T for D

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.) :
Additional Claim Categries: Evrror in DeSlqn
. [*J

Comments : K-&r?e[l- 1+ vas impossible 4o ontorm w/ ¢ pecs.
T 7 |}

. 1
l. Need for Change Order - 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
. 2. Poor Criteria at the i and Subcontractors

Start of Design
. Need for Addendum

. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors of Performance

FERTINENT | &, absence of the 14. Problems with

: 12. Change in the
|
1
T
!
!
Contractor's Supervisor : : Government-Furnished
|
J
!
-1
— |

Contractor’'s
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner

+F W

FACTS
‘ 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor ___'15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9. Adversary Relationship 16. Aégrggggnzeg:gggzitor

10. Change in Inspectors | Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: k-l-r -Fou\c.d 4> read
K alaaumm*s ab e Whele.

Comments:

210




CASE REVIEW FORM i1l
ASBCA Case No. _2)3/</ Date Case Heard _{Q "
Name of Contractor ﬂ@u b ( Z,. =T r ol Co-
Base N Cuove AE[’;, LT Page No. Vol. No. V92

Paragraph No. _ /N9

CASE
INFO

.

. -'ROJECT

\
.

'"EATURES

Dollar Amt. of Claim § {335
LB
@Ak (days)

Entitlement i~ Both E&Q ___
Who won? Govt. ___ Ktr _t/ Amount of award $
Time Extension requested da Awarded

~Design Discipline: Electr ____

Mech ___ Civil :::jStruc

Area of the Country: ME _Days Required /7/# mascoM: _/mgc
Size of Contract: $ “7[2 A1) COE involvement Yes__ No_v
Typre of Work (project): memzmmw
Type of Work (Claim): fielscatlz mefﬂ% |

CLAIM

'ATEGORIES

—
i
|
10 i ,
: knowledge i Work —_—
11. Failure to give | 23. CowImiroperly Re jecting
access to the: [ orx —_—
work site { 24. Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous | —
inspection 1 (continued)
{

: 14. Improper Liquidated
Damages
Inspector-caused Delay

Inspector Acting Outside -
His Authority

Inspector Improperly
Re jecting Work

Inspector Improperly
Directing Work

Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

CO Acting Improperly
CO Directing Addt'l

=
’

Ambiguous.Specs.
. Omissions in Specs.
Conflicts in Specs.

Differences in
Interpretation

—— |

|

l

|
Impossibility of !
the work described :
|

i

|

!

15.
16.

17.

Inaccurate tech. 18.

data in specs.

Differing Site
Conditions

. Changes in Specs.

Challenges in the
"Or Equal” area

. Owner had superior

19.

J

20.

O O =N O \n FwWwbn

21.
22.
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‘RTINENT

FACTS

Clainm Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : 7).cwuﬂlh/v44*v“¢{

o

. Need for Change Order

. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

N

3. Need for Addendum
4. Poor Documentation
by Inspector
5. Inexperience of
Inspectors
6. Absence of the

Contractor's Supervisor __

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

|
11.
12.

13.

15.

— |
|
—— |
-1
}
I
!
[
1y,
}
|
}
R |
I
- 116.
—_—
— !

lack of Coordination

Between the Contractor

and Subcontractors

Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

Problems with
Government-~-Furnished
Equipment

Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: Pusadion o %M

Comments:
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Page A ot _5_ Pages Lin «“

ASE
NFO

O0JECT
ATURES

CASE REVIEW FORM i1l
ASBCA Case No. 'S/‘/ Date Case Heard 22 5?317 79

Name of Contractor Kaiblow Comalruclirn. Cr
Base Y Mung AFB M T Page No. Vol. No. _79-2
Paragraph No. 140494

Entitlement v~ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ Zé?, 2,‘,‘/.;@,
Who won? Govt. v Ktr Amount of award $_ Al

Time Extension requested _ i/ /4 __{days) Awarded . A/4 (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc v
Area of the Country: 'Z! f. Days Required N/A MAJCOM: HQ/’

Size of Contract: $_2/(Z, 2| COE involvementk Yes |

No_ o/
Type of Work (project): Leaclhudl2ma. WEMWM ‘
EMY 4

Type of Work (Claim): ,gr‘?‘(-u(d(.Mamq; W/&t

“AIM
fEGORIES

O 0 = N \n FwnN

1. Ambiguous: Specs. v/: 14. Improper Liquidated
. Omissions in Specs. [ Damages R
. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay
. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation ] His Authority L
I 17. Inspector Improperly
Impossibility of ! _
the work described ' Rejecting Work = ~ ___
. | 18. Inspector Improperly
) Iﬁ:ﬁ:“iitgpzig?' I Directing Work
. T | 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differing Site
Conditions l Stopping Work —
» o | 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
’ g:a:fes in Specs. —I or Gross Errors .
+ Cha’ Egﬁ:ini‘;‘rz;‘e 21. CO Acting Improperly .
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work —_
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
Work

access to the:

|

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

25. Improper T for C

(continued)

!
!
|
[
|
work site : 2. Improper T for D —
|
| —_—
I
L

!. S e

g




‘RTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Cc;mments H LMWMM oty Uham nemumxmf ,’A,-wlt)(
..__._4;éziEggH4zze£zg:s:q;:zzéz:===£=z===z&4 4

)
11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
- and Subcontractors

12. Change in the

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum Contractor's

L. Poor Documentation Supervisor -
by Inspector —"13. 20 Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

Contractor’'s Supervisor ___ Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —_—
Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO -

9. Adversary Relationship 16. A§§;§3§§§n§°§§§§?§§tor

10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: fm&(b«wM MJ(
AZ41~u4(25¥4e€¢014LZZ&£e

Comments:

—_
—_
1
I
|
|
I
6. Absence of the :1u. Problems with
|
I
-
)
—
—_—
—_
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ASE
NFO

OJECT
ATURES

 CASE_REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. “0/\3/‘/ Date Case Heard 2.2 5?77

Name of Contractor 4Na/~1£&kjcb“*95342:;n Co—
Base QIId@wye Ao, N T Page No. Vol. No. :ZQ'E-.
Paragraph No. 14095

Time Extension requested _ g@ (days) Awarded __(//A (days)

Entitlement Bo?h E&Q / Dollar Amt. of Claim $_/3055 18

Who won? Govt. Ktr - Amount of award $ O

| Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech Civil Struc v

Area of the Country: M & Days Required #/4 mascoMm: /hol
Size of Contracts $_2)2, 3]/ COE involvement Yes__ No___

Type of Work (project): Wimﬂ%ftwwm
Type of Work (Claim)s JMMMMWQM

LAIM
TEGORIES

1. Ambiguous Specs. \/ : 4. Improper Liquidated

. Omissions in Specs. Damages
. Conflicts in Specs.

15. 'Inspector-cé.used Delay

!
! _
i 16. Inspector Acting Outside
. Differences in | His Authority
!
|

2
3
L
Interpretation _

17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described Re jecting Work
6
7
8

. Inaccurate tech.
data in specs.

. Differing Site
Conditions

. Changes in Specs.

18. Inspector Improperly
Directing Work

19. Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work —

20. Praud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

i
!
i
]
!
' ——
: 21. CO Acting Improperly .
!
I
!
I
i
I

9. Challenges in the

"Or Equal®” area
10. Owner had superior 22. CowDi;ecting Addt’l

knowledge or P
11. Failure to give 23. Cowﬁgroperly Re jecting

access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

24, Improper T for D

25. Improper T for C

|
J (continued)
!
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RTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: )Lduéu ,TQ//WM %MWW W@qu

-(r*a«n&LLe;m¢aza¢¢ﬁauiqéﬂfuuémtaifaaqﬂﬁuﬁlén‘an&nﬁggzi:_ﬁg____;gz

l. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum

. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the

+ W

Contractor's Supervisor ___

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary nRelationship
190. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts: %WFMW‘!—G (M

! 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
! and Subcontractors

—! 12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Jerformance

1

|

|

I

____I

'14. Problems with

! Government-Furnished
| Equipment

I'15. Use of Improper
T Communication

l Channels by CO
-1
—_—
—_— |

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

-/

. Fhrsed Zadp pracliy conaidiscd

Comments:

1) ok W/é; MMWM«.}M

Aty normel Liade #irailyp oiraelbali lirce

;Vuaux~¢(4¢£Q724£Zé} Ly
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Page __’-L of _i Pages

. mem = = e % e e e ®te™. "4 .
.

CASE REVIEW FORM

- Lin
Bill ___

ASBCA Case No.

3 I</ Date Case Heard 22 5€¢/79
Name of Contractor ‘Aeswitlan Eordliwilopn C 4

Base e iy AFB NT Page No. Vol. No.
Paragraph No. /40 95

79« 2

CASE
INFO

Entitlement / Both E&Q ____ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 12,57/ /¥
Who won? Govt. ___ Ktr o~ Amount of award $___ £//A

Time Exttension requested A{AQ (days) Awarded kﬁ@% (days)

i .

* PROJECT
. FEATURES
i

Design Disciplines Electr ___ Mech ____ Civil ___ Struec v///

Area of the Country: N £ Days Required N/& MAJCOM: mﬂ‘
Size of Contract: $_2/2, 5[ COE involvement Yes_ _No

Type of Work (project)s femeZoutt 2mesaddBion?s e pasringtntmanal]
Type of Work (Claim): _jféﬁﬁzznﬁL:L;%%?hauon nlllvind

| cram
: CATEGORIES

knowledge | Work —_
11, PFailure to give | 23. COWImiroperly Re jecting
access to the [ °r —_—
work site | 24. Improper T for D —_—
12. Foor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for C
13, Overzealous b
inspection: | (continued)
1

Improper Liquidated
Damages

Inspector-caused Delay

Inspector Acting Outside
His Authority

Inspector Improperly
Re jecting Work

Inspector Improperly
Directing Work

Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

1. Ambiguous Specs. 14,

. Omissions in Specs.
Conflicts in Specs.

. Differences in
Interpretation

Impossibllity of
the work described

|
[
|
|
. Inaccurate tech. :
|
|
[
|
|

I
|
|
| 15.
16.

£ W

17.

18.

Ain

(&Y

data in specs.

7. Differing Site
Conditions -

190

8. Changes in Specs. Q 20. FrggdérgggegﬁrgigeCts'
Q. -
7. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly —

"Or Equal” sarea

10. Owner had superior | 22.

CO Directing Addt'l

217
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FACTS
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Comments s ﬂ(@wwwww M/pmdmo'f

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

/hAF&u—&1

[4

|
1. Need for Change Order \/  11. Lack of Coordination

. Poor Criteria at the i Eggwgsgcgggrggg§§:°t°r

Start of Design

N

12. Change in the
3. Need for Addendum Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors of Performance

|
[
i
: 13. CO Directs Change in
. |
6. Absence of the : 14. Problems with
{
|
i
|

the Method or Manner

Contractor's Supervisor ___ ‘Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —_—
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience | | Channels by CO —
9. Adversary Relationship i 16. Aégrggiggnzeg:gggzitor
10. Change in Inspectors | Duties )

Additional Pertinent Facts: ¢4Lvn¢eondh4JtﬁurétEQ
Comments : MMMW . A

—eltlatutiis’

[4
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. Page 5 ‘of 5 Pages - Lin 4/
: CASE REVIEW FORM Bi11

!

. : ASBCA Case No. 21 Date Case Heard -ik?‘JE;p'77
‘ Name of Contractor Cogtinaton Lr

sedfzﬂcggguADiz,ﬁfigﬁfif'Page No. Vol. No. _ <L
Paragraph No N 14eqs

Entitlement g{:.Bot E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_(inJ&
Who won? Govt. .~ Ktr ___ Amount of award $__1LK

INFO v ‘ T
Time Extension requested ({afe (days) Awarded /A - (days

Design Dlsclpllne: Electr J\ Mech v/ ClVil '\/ Struc _vV

PROJECT | prea of the Country: V'€ Days Required */A mascom: Hﬂﬁ‘T
FEATURES | giz¢ of Contracts $_7(Z,3 1l  GOE involvement Yes_ No o

Type of Work (project): W?M%’ﬁmw
Type of Work (Claim): He«y+ype5:EnJ U/g line, revise w.mkoleg; ecd”

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

15. Inspector-caused Delay
16. Inspector Acting Outside

1. Ambiguous: Specs.
2. Omissions in Specs.
3. Conflicts in Specs.

f
—l
—
I
4. Differences in T .
Interpretation ! His Authority —_—
. I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of .
- CLAIM 5 tﬁe'work described ! Re jecting Work —
CATEGORIES| g. Tnaccurate tech. T 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. : . Directing Work
. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
- 7.MﬁCondit?§ns : _ Stopping Work .
o Changes in spase. | 20 e Tatent Defects
. Challenges in the -
9 "Or Egﬁaln area - 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior 22. Coleiectlng Addt'l
. : knowledge or
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

work site 24 . Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection-

| 1]

25. Improper T for C

(continued)

J
)
|
|
]
access to the: |
|
|
!
|
]

219




TR TR TR TR TR TR Y L TR T W T T T EAIE LA Mear nar Bhar I A arut atol MR e b ue S -ty oie Salaotian-aua. Sl Nad ML MSEE Vel R N Y A LA A

Claim Categorieé(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : §) I4r &d ot receve sufficient “/mearmoacq focd ‘A'enw( S, €
condi hons, C‘lcnﬂe5 Mcldg(aus

- 1. Need for Change Order t/  11. Lack of Coordination
s . Between the Contractor
2. nggrgrggegégigg the and Subcontractors

. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

3 Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation

Supervisor —_
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in '
5. Inexperience of _

the Method or Manner
Inspectors —_—

of Performance
 PERTINENT| ¢ absence of the 14. Problems with

— ]

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by —
. Contractor \ '15 Use of Improper
Commuriication
8. Contrastor:s Prior Channels by CO

9. Adversary Relationship

) Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors

|

1 16. Air Force Personnel

|
| Duties

Additional Pertinent;Facts:
|

R | Comments: _ Zhvermmeid grvciied el fegenes # adddonal
Anonay Hia an doddeon i -

v Mo‘b«{&u 7& |

Letis Tued T ol v




--------

Page L of _| Pages o ‘ |  Lin —_—

ccc —reyreTeo TR

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill _y/

CASE
INFO

.

PROJECT
FEATURES

ASBCA Case No. __2R193  Date Case Heard _ June 2!, 1979

Name of Contractor ¢+ H_Construction o

Base $h¢ppam=) TX _ Page No. _£8,48% Vol. No. _79-2

Paragraph No. l* 250

Entitlement ___ Both E&Q _/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_/3%¥75

Who won? Govt. Ktr _/ Amount of award $___ S - £23.4%45
Time Extension requested N!A (days) Awarded ' A{/& (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech ¢ Civil Struc
Area of the Country: Days Required _30 MAJCOM: __ATc

. CLAIM
CATEGORIES

Size of Contract: $ .19,, 000 COE irrrolvemenh Yes__ No_,/~
Type of Work (project): __ repa-r- hosPN-n.l arr equ Svs
Type of Work (Claim): it ewnddl,
1. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. |- Damages ) . —
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside .
Interpretation | His Authority . —
crsas | 17. Inspector Improperly _
5. Impossibility of
the work described I Re jecting Work —
| 18. Inspector Improperly
§: Ipacourate vech- | Directing Work |
. . . I 19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site Stopping Work

Conditions
8. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal"” area

20. Praud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Directing Addt'l

1N

10. Owner had superior
_ knowlsdge Work —
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection:

24, Improper T for D

| 1]

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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PERTINENT
FACTS

......

Cleim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:
[
1. Need for Change Order | 11. Lack of Coordination
3 Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design | and Subcontractors
12. Change in the
3. Need for Addendum | Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation | Supervisor
by Inspector —! 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of ' the Method or Manner
Inspectors | of Performance
6. Absence of the 14, Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __| Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by | Equipment —_—
Contractor : { | 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior ' Communication

Experience
16.

Adversary Relationship
Change in Inspectors

9.
10.

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Channels by CO

Air PForce Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Comments Govt. agwe bad

'n:cormdr}o'on on Pards

‘M weerse econdidren than wag r0us by ash

rzgsml's. amd »&,g‘surﬁmﬁ,/alsa meachinenry
4

< worlke .

¥ir gsgg,d Jo Lg reimlborepod :&C
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............

Page of Pages . | tin
age | of _L CASE REVIEW FORM B

_a

ASBCA Case No. 022115 . Date Case Heard _1o:\1,.,) 9

Name of Contractor \\mni £NYER 001525

Bese [reChog® BEG.onPege No. landos  Vol. No. 3S:0
Paragraph No. j139)%

Entitlement O\ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_igqnp

CASE
INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr \y Amount of award $_yoi»
_ Time Extension requested j,ip (days) Awarded lp (days)
Design Discipline: Electr Mech ____ Civil Struc N
ROJECT . Area of the Country: {)es7 Days Required "}[H‘ MAJCOM: mNaQ
EATURES, Size of Contract: $i.1.50 COE involvement: Yes__ Noxy
Type of Work (PrOJect)tf]Emxn&ﬂ_CEis&2m::Eénun;JAuuaLLAUzuli;nne»
Type of Work (Claim): _ pemyc dores i) Q@MA .
1. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. I Damages ) —
. : 3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay
‘ L. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation | His Authority -
: I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibili f ! .
CLAIM 5 t}lie ,,S,oré d:gcgibed | Re jecting Work -
ATEGORIES| 4. Tnaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. : Directing Work -
. Differi ite 19. Inspector Improperly
7 Condit?gng \l ! Stopping Work e
I 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
8. Changes in Specs. | or Gross Errors

, 9. ng%lggsginigrgge 21. CO Acting Improperly .
'\\ 10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
N knowledge Work —
. . 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
11. Failure to give Work

work site 2L, Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection :

25. Improper T for C \

(continued)

|
|
!
|
I
access to the: |
|
|
|
I
]
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'ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

W
Comments s 0 due Lo foom owwm(dom cosldn 2t hoes 2rcolp

Mn.uﬂq'm

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum
4

. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor __

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinént Facts:

ll Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

—! 12. Change in the

Contractor's
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner

of Performance

lb. Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

15. Use of Improper
Communication

Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Comments:

224




Page. _|_of | Pages Lin ____

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill -/
ASBCA Case No. 228799 Date Case Heard May 3/’, /979
Name of Contractor _ 77%qer Meuntwn'n a[ Fricotr'o

Base _F.E. LJa.rrtn,.Wo; Page No. 63’,222 Vol. No. _7%-2

Paragraph No. /

CASE
INFO

Entitlement _/ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $§_22 07/

Who won? Govt. _Ktr /  Amount of award $. A/A
Time Extension requested A{/4 (days) Awarded

(days)

ROJECT
ZATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ____ Civil __ ‘' Struc _ o/
Area of the Country: ____ Days Required ____ MAJCOM: _ SAC
Size of Contract: $ 0 _ COE involvement Yesy” No_
Type of Work (project): construcid medical 1Ca¢j[o'1v
Type of Work (Claim):s. o h?n?nﬁ hoare rasulotien 4

JLAIM
\TEGORIES

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

15. Inspector-caused Delay
16. Inspector Acting Outside

1. Ambiguous: Specs.
2. Omissions in Specs.
3. Conflicts in Specs.

b Diferences 1 His Authority B
S A ___ g hork T __
G- gmommate teen. | B PUpCRpIgnge
7. Differing Site I 19. Ingg:;;ggg Ig;gg;perly .

Conditions
8. Changes in Specs.

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the

"Or Egtg.lal" ares 21. CO Acting Improperly W/
10. Owner had superior 22. Colei'ectmg Addt'l

knowledge or S
11. Failure to give 23. Cowg:}lzroperly Re jecting

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

24. Improper T for D

|

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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RTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: M!"»'MAU"S"MJ'.:::L ’f-
Sy w tdal

Comments:

|
. Need for Change Order ___ | 11. lack of Coordinatlon
. Between the Contractor
* ngfrgrégeﬁigizﬁ the ! and Subcontractors

—! 12. Change in the

N =

Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Experience
9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts: | Probleawms s/ Subw (Halg
[

3. Need for Addendum 1 Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector S 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of T the Method or Manner
Inspectors | of Performance
6. Absence of the I'14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ | Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by ' Equiprant —
Contractor - ! 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior : Communication
1
—_—
—_—

Comments : allow ed o r ef%eriu.d-ory
Linish o f@la Lintety . A, ol wa ow’ el
o\nl\l N/ M‘hon %g" £ield ‘Glmsk wou(el

_ V+- snbsb#u*i',
kir 465vUme me.g»d’

Jpln\ﬁhlﬂ“ ¢
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Page of _| Pages . | Lin N
see 1 . = CASE REVIEW FORM : :
Bill
ASBCA Case No. 33%) | Date Case Heard 33 qli.)h ™9

NFO -

JJECT
ATURES

Name of Contractor Papacol Msomawic Al oo
Base \SeaTT OER _2)A8 Page No. y\o851a2 Vol. No. 39-
Paragraph No. 139ic%

Entitlement __ Soth E&Q ____ Dollar Amt. of Claim $919153,44)
Who won? Govt.'Yy Ktr ____  Amount of award $__ o '
Time Extension requested y)p (days) Awarded _pin  (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech &y Civil ___ Struc

Area of the Country: /MidweTDays Required ¥ MAJCOM: . |
Size of Contract: $]mas \omD COE involvemenh Yes___ No \7

Type of Work (project): Impmve Slems hese Usials
Type of Work (Claim)s Zéddufgggg*

4 IM
MGUORIES

llx.Ambiguouszspecs. J(: 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Speecs. ) Damages . E—
3. Conflicts in Spees. __ | 15. Inspector-caused Delay —_—
’ : ‘ . de
L. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outsi
Interpretation I His Authority —_—
I 17. Inspector Improperly '
5. Impossibility of
the work described | 8 Rejecting Work —
| 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Ig:g:“i:tgpggg?‘ ! Directing Work -
| 19. Inspector Improperly :
. Differing Site Stopping Work .

7

Conditions _
8. Changes in Specs.
9. Challenges in the

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal®” area
22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior

knowledge Work _—
23. CO Improperly Re jecting
access to the
work site 24, Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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l
|
!
!
i
!
11l. Pailure %o give : Work
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ITINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

¥
N

Comments : IE%EM ‘/4% %&nq”—w%m
oot of. o1 [% . v

l. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum

3
4. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor __

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

| Dutles

)

—_— 11. Lack of Coordination
Between thé Contractor

r and Subcontractors

—! 12. Change in the -
Contractor's
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

-1

|

|

|

|

'14. Problems with -
! Government-Furnished
T Equipment

:15. Use of Improper
|

R

—

Communication
Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor

Additional Pertinent Facts: 7 ollic covetved tdollo e,

2 foled b neaol eonTiact <o g akol]

Comments:
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'age [ of _| Lin ___

| | CASE KEVIEW FORM Bl i'

“‘ 3
ASBCA Case No. __ 23587 Date Case Heard 3—"'1_5 1929 J

Name of Contractor J'a.ybo\ Indus-)-rves Tne!

Base Loring. Mai Page No. S67 Vol. No. 77-2

i 3+ ne& ag _é.&)— L7 = »
N Paragraph No. -
- “&1‘&5__ . ’
SE Entitlement ___ Both EzQ _// Dollar Amt. of Claim $_*1,300 -

¥0 Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of award $ 1900 i

Time Extension requested N/A (days) Awarded ﬂrlA (days) fi-_:.

&

Design Discipline: Electr Mech civil __ Struc _/ .

| JECT Area of the Country: Pays Required 45 MAJCOM: __ SAC ' o
TURES Size of Contract: $ 6‘: 130. 25 COE involvement Yes__ No_ ./ §ffl'_

Type of Work (project): 2 , _dormidery  windo ws d

Type of Work (Claim): : grohlzm.s oﬁfu'v\o'n} windeyus. =]

1. Ambiguous. Specs. __! 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. i Damages S — :4

3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay

4. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside . ,f._

Interpretation | His Authority — N

: | 17. Inspector Improperly '

. Impossibili of . .

AIM 3 tﬁe work dgcribed ! Re jecting Work —_— "-

. EGORIES | 18. Inspector Improperly b
6 Ig:i;“ﬁitgpgig’}' I Directing Work T
| i 19. Inspector Improperly o]
, . Differing Site i
I 20. Fraud, Latent Defects —_

. C:anges in Specs —I or Gross Errors '

9. C"gi.‘lgqnﬁgiwi:r:ge : 21. CO Acting Improperly

10. Owner had superio | 22. CO Directing Addt'l o

knowledge j Work _— :_,

11. Failure to give I 23. CowImﬁroperly Re jecting

access to the | or _—

work site ‘ { 24. Improper T for D S
12. Poor Workmanship ! 25. Improper T for C ,4
13. Overzealous I e
inspection ! (continued) v

l .
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* DINENT
ACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

TDQJEU/S

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order

‘2. Poor Criteria at the

Start of Design
3. Need for Addendum
L

. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the

Contractor's Supervisor ___

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subvcontractors

12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

i

—_—

|

— |

i

I

!'13. €O Directs Chanse in
' the Method or llanner
I of Performance

P14, Problems with

! Government-Furnished
I Equipment

|
)
|
1
— |
—
|

. Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

~
\n

K‘;‘f“ Aala.y ’q -‘-(Lrtl na
)

necessory actians.

Comments:

K4 did not ordev mes+tls A+

No¥er Te Praceed Date .
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'Page _J of )| Pages

Ty

CASE REVIEW FORM 4 Bill ____

ASBCA Case NO. ~231a91% Date Case Heard .« A4S

Name of Contractor.\ysr CanayuncTiny 0o shde 4 13au Lodan s :
Base AL OER Owka Page No. 1,8:529 Vol. No. =9,

Paragraph No. 13912

CASE
INFO

Entitlement \ _ Both E&Q N _ Dollar Amt. of Claim $2405 08
Who won? Govt. N __Ktr __  Amount of award $_
Time Extension requested j5p (days) Awarded 1 (days)

PROJECT
FEATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech ____ Civil ___ Struc N
Area of the Country: MiwelDays Required M/& MAJCOM: pnpo
Size of Contract: $827.8710 COE involvement Yes M _No

Type of Work (project):s Chrshesd=Cnao Flawr Ops w0, |
Type of Work (Claim): A@&M&Mﬁn%

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

1. Ambiguous. Specs. __\L: 14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

.2. Omissions in Specs. | ) ‘
3. Conflicts in Specs. i 15. Inspcctor-caused Delay
L. Differences in I 16. Insgeczor Aczing Outside
Interpretation 1 ~ His Authority —_—
I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described ___ ! Re jecting Work S —
| 18. Inspector Improperl
6. Inaccurate tech. y
data in specs. : Directing Work —_—
. Differing Site 19. Infpector Improperly
7 Condit?gns ____: Stopping Work —
20. Fraud, Latent Defects
:' g:aifes in ipez:' -l or Gross Errors ’ —
. Challenges in the i
"Or Equal® area _ 21l. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior I z2. COwDiiectlng Addt’l
knowledge — or. S
11. Failure to give i 23. COwImiroperly,Rejecting
access to the I or —_—
work site 'e——] 24. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship 1 25. Improper T for G
13. Overzealous ! -
inspection | (continued)
|




e B S o a3

ERTINENT
FACTS

TV Y I TV T IV R TR

KT T W T VTR TR IS
.

P Sl 2P0 Rl 0 Sl S S e S et

T T E Y LT L ek v ey

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : ) ﬂw%WM( % e@ud_ ‘Mm%{ﬁg

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum

4. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of

Inspectors

6. Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor _ _

7. Poor Documentation'by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior . ‘/

Experience
9. Adversary Relationship
-10. Change in Inspectors

I
_— 11. lLack of Coordination

Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

—! 12. Change in the

Contractor’'s
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

14. Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

15. Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: 5@¢£Du414u4/mJThum7'¢»~i2ia£7k¢hu4z

A

coitrait avea rcaded a oy P2

Comments:

8) AT LTI 4o g mot At ~glote 2fed ol

Hocq aboution T e csefronially for_chooeevs srroey metiual
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Page _| of _\ Pages

P T Ty =,

.................

CASE REVIEW FORM

ASECA Case No. __@237QT  Date Case Heard Tuly Y, 1979

Name of Contractor K+S Assoclates . T re.

Bas

Paragraph No,

e SCO‘H’, I’Io

[Y,%0!
7

Page No. _6%,76] Vol. No. _77-2

CASE
INFO

i .

: PROJECT
'FEATURES
r

+

Entitlement . Both E&Q /Dollar Amt. of Claim $ |‘,Z30.60
Who won? Govt. _v/ Ktr ___ Amount of award $

Time Extension requested dld (days) Awarded

123,06

N[A' (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc
MAC

Area of the Country: Days Required 90 MAJCOM:

Size of Contract: $ |‘l'.°ll7
Type of Work (project):

Type of Work (Claim): _Roolt Trugses ‘dglii’&q + sghm,ﬂ-ﬂ”

COE involvement Yes

Repair Fice Damaﬁe. 4o MFH

v/

No o~

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

120
13.

. Ambiguous.specs.

Omissions in Specs.
Conflicts in Specs.

. Differences in

Inte:pretation

Impossibility of
the work described

Inaccurate tech.
data in°specs.

Differing Site
Conditions

. Changes in Specs.

Challenges in the
"Or Equal” area

. Owner had superior

knowledge

Failure to give
access to the
work site

Poor Workmanship

Overzealous
inspection

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages
1s5.

16.
His Authority

17.
Re jecting Work

18.
Directing Work

19.
20.

or Gross Errors
21.

22. CO Directing Addt'l

Work

23.
Work

24, Improper T for D

25. Improper T for C

(continued)

Inspector-caused Delay
Inspector Acting Outside

Inspector Improperly
Inspector Improperly .
Inspector Improperly

~ - Stopping Work
Fraud, Latent Defects,

CO Acting Improperly

CO Improperly Rejecting




:
(
J
i
i
'
i
s

ce mam———

‘PERTINENT

e s —— . & ——— @

FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: De—’a,Y5

Comments:

. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
anrd Subcontractors

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

()
e

T 12. Change in-the
3. Need for Addendum R Contractor's
L. Poor Documentation Supervisor -
by Inspector — 113, cO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors —_— of Performance -
6V Absence of the ' Problems witu

Contractor's Supervisor ___ Government-Furnished

' 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor e 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's‘Priar Communication
Experience Channels by CO
16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Performing Contractor
Duties

f)
&

Additional Pertinent Facts: P roblems with submittals

Comments s Lfguc'da:f‘ed" D&gggjgg mdv'gggd é)( P dg:¥£
because €O calculated Srona.

Z?eﬁﬁ¥‘<fu<; % €O 1! lon

__J*Tmnm&_su:_ﬂasgt_:ﬂu*Lthgdnaf-
1>¢ﬁfy due do 'snows + arecioriats
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Page | of _\ Pages

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. Q110 Date Case Heard Y onpM ™S
Name of Contractor y,ym. sxy Cowvsrenctnion Co
BaseN)runsncBotoarz. minwReR3ge No. lowmos . Vol. No. o9
Paragraph No. 123x ™8 P

Entitlement .~ Both E&Q Dollar Ams. of Claim $ N/A

Who won? Govt. Ktr .~ Amount of award $_u In
Time Extension requested plpay  (days) Awarded Dla  (days)

CASE
INFO

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil 3\ Struc

PROJECT Area of the Country: M¢sT Days Required 9o MAJCOM: pe
FEATURES Size of Contract: $_N¥ o0 COE involvemenh Yes__ No_r—

Type of Work (project): £§g|g;%g_:a“h[ :_-l_c; s COUSTS
Type of Work (Claim): _iiéni‘ﬁégghgﬁ alslia Counors .

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

15. Inspector-caused Delay
16. Inspector Acting Outside

1. Ambiguous: Specs.

2. Omissions in Specs.
3. Confliects in Specs.
L. Difrferences in
5
6

|| |
|

- e m— —

Interpretation - His Authority —

CLAIM © T Re work deyorived ___: 17. In§§§g:g§n§m5§g£erly —_

- CATEGORIES Ig:%gugit:pzig?_ —-ﬁ: 18. Ingg;::gﬁnémaggierly .
7. bigtering sie | 19 Tgpecter Ty T

Conditions
8. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal" area

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior
v knowledge Work —
: 11. Failure to give 23. Cowggﬁroperly Re jecting

access to the:
wark site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

2L. Improper T for D

|

e car e e e o e cmn dm - -

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : %MW 7fn p»: E’M«:M o smicsirag

ERTINENT
FACTS

4¥Q4La~41gva¢a@ég{ 2
|
1. Need for Change Order —— 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the !
| Start of Design —_ and Subcontractors
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of ; the Method or Manner

Inspectors of Performance

.
|
1
T
|
6. Absence of the l'14. Probvlems with
Contractor's Supervisor ___ : Government-Furnished
|
|
|

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor —__'"15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience \/l _ Channels by CO
9. Adversary Relationship | 16. A%ﬁrggiﬁingeggﬁﬁﬁiitor
10. Change in Inspectors I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: M 2 MMJ

Je@dhieﬂskézé34é&aaz%i222:za2z4Zi4a4ﬁ&Ezyﬁ__;gEEéﬂéi_:e%egp¢é

Comments:
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Page of l Pages _ Lin
: CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. __2149S  Date Case Heard Nov. 22/, 1779
Name of Contractor _ Deldn Lines (ounstruchion
Base Plattsbure . Y - Page No. §6. £ 33 Vol. No. _79-/
J .
Paragraph No. [; izz

Entitlement _/ Botk E&Q ___ Dollar Aut. of Claim $ ffzqz,Zg
Who won? Govt. _~7~ Ktr’ Amount of award $ I‘i/A |
Time Extension requested J\Jle (days) Awarded (days)

CASE
~ INFO

_ | Design Discipline: Electr _{ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc

PROJECT | prea of the Country: __ Days Required ___ MAJCOM: _SAC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $__1 23,027 COE involvemenk Yes_ No __L
Type of Work (project): 4 rqﬁlv- Aiefileld L'q‘!-hnq Syjﬁem.

Type of Work (Claim): - Py ! electrical /

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

15. Inspector-caused Delay

1. Ambiguous: Specs.
2. Omissions in Specs.

3. Conflicts in Specs.
L. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority —_
$ s I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of A
CLAIM > tlrx’e work described ' Re jecting Work . _—
IATEGORIES| 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly

Directing Work

19. Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Ervors

21. CO Acting Improperly
'22. CO Directing Addt'l

— e -

data in specs.

7. Differing Site
Conditions

8. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal" area

10. Owner had superior

v knowledge Work
11. Failure to give 23. Cowg:gl}:roperly Re jecting

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection-

2L, Improper T for D

RN

25. Improper T for C

(cont inﬁed )
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:’

Error in Design
J

Comments:

Additiongl Expanse necessavy fo meet spec. regmds.

PERTINENT
FACTS

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum
L. Poor Documentation
by Inspector
5. Inexperience of
Inspectors
6. Absence of the

Contractor's Supervisor __

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor .

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

———
——
e s
tppo—

}
I 11. Lack of Coordination

' Between the Contractor
| and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
Contractor's
-~ Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

|

|

|

|

|

I'14. Problems with

! Government-Furnished
| Equipment

: 15. Use of Improper
|

I

!

|

Communication
Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Probs. u;[ Submidtals

Comments:

Conduit ong" \‘gs\\y E(ungA for use d:d
net reed <pecs.. thuéi b had +h pay more

4ham bhe. had pla
(Zovt.

gareed Ho Sece

do aet ¢ d"*ﬂkkf_;fg_ni\_d:!:-_

one e

well Hieckness 0 +haw sprecs. fq_g
ki caimed +Hhal +ais mmeomdt qovh.

+.

_ |‘ma whived rn'},l-l- “+»_ Yoetter c.anc\u'{-(di.e.';

Hoevd. shou

4+ oriq: ondu
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'P>age ] _of 3 Pages

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 2 )G la Date Case Heard _ g mpaVv 1S
~ Name of Contractor ®limwssre meny Consieuorvuy  Cao.
Base C e, syoen AED Alvage No. 1,801,,3 Vol. No. 19.)

Paragraph No. 1335

8ASE Entitlement ) Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim §_[ .30
Who wen? Govt. ____ Ktr \_ Amount of award $_ (o35

INFO :
Time Extension requested _H)p (days) Awarded 5 |p (days)

AN Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil )\ _ Struc
ROJECT "Area of the Country:M'doest Days Required )xo MAJCOM: Jao
BATURES Size of Contract: $_nx g0 __ COE involvement Yes__ No™\

Type of Work (project): MM&M

"Type of Work (Claim):

) 1. Ambiguous: Specs. J : 14. Improper Liquidated
3 2. Omissions in Specs. I Damages —_—
; 3. Conflicts in Specs. I 12. Inspector-qaused Delay
’/ : L. Differences in . I 16. Inspector Actlng Outside
/ Interpretation ! . His Authority _—
s ' I 17. Inspector Improperly .
. Impossibility of :
*LAIM > the work descoibed | Re jecting Work —_ !
\TEGORIES| ¢. tnaccurate tech. | 18. Inspector Improperly :
“data in specs. : Directing Work P !
s 19. Inspector Improperly g
7. Differing Site {
Conditions ~: Stopping Work —_— i

20. Praud, Latent Defects,

8. Changes in Specs. I or Gross Errors

. Challenges in the ;
9 "Or Egﬁal" area 21. CO Acting Improperly i
10. Owner had superior . 22. COWDllzgecting Adét'l

knowledge or S [
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggﬁroperly Re jecting

‘work site . 24, Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection-

25. Improper T for C

T LY T

(continued)

|
|
|
|
|
access to the: i
[
|
|
|
]

239




T e e ™ P Y T Y a ™ e TaTET R BT T TR T U T e T X 6 o

IRTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments; 1 dudn' T raedl
ad T 0/C oA M
v

. Need for Change Order

. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

Need for Addendum

Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor __

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

N P

T w

fégzgggzJawuﬂzkackwaagjjuhﬁazadgJQJh

|
ll Lack of Coordination

Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

14. Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

15. Use of Improper
'~ Communication
Channels by CO

1 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Performing Contractor
Duties

'féulu% ng‘g 0&224

xaALuJDﬂvxﬂﬁ?q(tab»o(4héu24~uqzﬁi

Comments.
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, Page Q. of 3 Pages CASE REVIEW FORM Bﬁ: ~L s
— ¥
| ASBCA Case No. 219 1)ola Date Case Heard 7 ﬂlo«\! 79 ¥
} Name of Contractor Y3finderran CowTivictiom <&
| Base 2ossorn AFB s Page No. lakakd  Vol. No. 3§
Paragraph No. )3X%35 - "

. _ r

ASE Entitlement \-_ Both E&Q ) __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $2880.30 L

NFO Who won? Govt. Ny Ktr ___ Amount of award $_4 {00 .70

Time Extension requested _ &5  (days) Awarded 4 - (days) o

. » ".

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc 2\ b

- JJECT Area of the Country:AdueiDays Required )Ra MAJCOM: ySAc,
ATURES Size of Contract: $_I{Z, 72 COE involvement Yes__ Nol\y

Type of Work (project): _Cewshruclion #«@wngm&?___ l‘

Type of Work (Claim): Thdesllotoa of chres X

1. Ambiguous Specs. ___: 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. ___| Damages : — 4

3. Conflicts in Spees. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay R v

L. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside 3

Interpretation I His Authority _—

am | 5 EpRNMm et 1 TRjeungwort | Y

i . s

oo 6 memmms teen 7 ot o ©

. X . . Inspector Im e <

7. Differing Stte R S

8. Changes in Specs. I: 20 Fr??dérﬂ'gzeggrggeﬂs’ | M

9. Cl:}g.%lggﬁ:inlgr;cge __: 21. CO Acting Improperly __

B 10. Owner had superior | 22 CowDirecting Addt'l o7
knowledge —_— ork —_ v

11. Failure to. give , 23 COwImproperly Re jecting ""

access to the: ' ork —_ ;~T-'.;

work site '—] 24. Improper T for D . 7
12. Poor Workmanship 1 25. Improper T for C '
13. Overzealous I - —
inspection ____: (continued) B
241 o




TINENT
'ACTS

- TR — = CEISI IS B Yt AN B LN St i+ iy i S Ande TR A St I AR GE R A

Claim Categories(contd.)
Addi?ional Claim Categries:
n & ‘HMQ Yy Maganev

Comments : j}/;b;ﬁ M?/MW Am i Z‘.o 24y

o’-r

: Bc, €O .nst acthng

1. Need for Change Order 3[, 11. Lack of Coordination
; : Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the ]
Start of Design and Subcontractors

_
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

Contractor's
L., Poor Documentation

Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of

the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance
6. Absence of the

1

|

|

]

|

|'14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor ___|! Government-Furnished

|

i

1

!

-1

—

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —_
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO
. . . Ai e e
9. Adversary Relationship 16 Aégriggging gggg?aétor
10. Change in Inspectors i Duties _

-

Additional Pertinent Facts: ﬁdw& W—o;q »‘%‘;&g@w
Lo stguiit o foeofooned horgtsde) ﬂwz/kcqﬂoauﬁwwx Leguadalz
Comments : W %‘«m;z,e o1dip Lomages
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’age ,j___ of § Pages Lin"\V__

 SE
[FO

IWJECT
TURES

AIM
EGORIES

CASE REVIEW FORM : Bill

A R |

ASBCA Case No. Date Case Heard ? ”‘0—1.: 797
Name of Contractor mww Co~abtectip, o’

" Base /@MAFB cood Page No. & %047 Vol. No. -79—)

Paragraph No. .1 2375

Entitlement )y  Both E&Q N Dollar Amt. of Claim $ ~ 489
Who won? Govt. \\ _ Ktr Amount of award $_§ .8
Time Extension requested _w\n (days) Awarded w\a = (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil \Struc N

Area of the CountryMdwedDays Required yan MAJCOM: Ao
Size of Contract: $_#/%, 221 COE involvement Yes__ Noy

Type of Work (project): Lonetruilion HMW(%
Type of Work (Claim)s _J;saﬂamu_a:maumuc; .

1. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. I Damages o
3. Conflicts in Specs. p 15. Inspector-caused Delay
. - 16. Inspector Acting Outside
4. Differences in 3
Interpretation His Authority —_—
ca s 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of Re jecting Work

the work described

6. Inaccurate tech.
data in specs.

7. Differing Site
Conditions

8. Changes in Specs.

Directing Work

19. Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work -

20. Praud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

|
|
|
i
| 18. Inspector Improperly
|
|
i
|
|

=

9. Challenges in the , -
" »0r Equal” area 21. CQO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior 22. COWD;;ecting Addt'l
knowledge . o . .
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggxgroperly Re jecting

work site 24, Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection:

25. Improper T for C

(continued)

|
|
|
[
I
access to the: i
|
|
|
|
|
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Claim Categories(contd.) :
Additional Claim Categries: . » _ i

Conments: 3) qdm WW\WW-@",&¢M
aq 204 Lo Lrpg - { 7

. Need for Change Order — ) 11. Lack of Coordlnatlon : o
. . Between the Contractor -
' ngzrg?;gegégizz the ' and Subcontractors o

— ]
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
L

— Contractor's . i
. Poor Documentation ! Supervisor ]
by Inspector — ! 13. CO Directs Change in ’
. Inexperience of T the Method or Manner :
Inspectors ! of Performance g
ITINENT | g, Absence of the 14, Problems with >
Contractor's Supervisor __ ! Government-Furnished :

N

N

?ACTS ;
7. Poor Documentation by : Equipment -_ .

. Contracior : 15. Use of Improper é
8. Contractor's Prior Communication ’ 5
Experience : Charnels by CO -3

9. Adversary Relationship _— 16. Aégrigﬁﬁfnzeggﬁﬁgzitor ]

10. Change in Inspectors I Duties - . ’ %

Additional Pertinent Facts: ﬁWW%?{W

T T T
RTIRG

Comments:

L e
BTN TR AT R I0)

24y




-' Page _| of _| Pages

)

CASE REVIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. _Z2X 370 Date Case Heard Llec. '5;]978
Name of Contractor Rawm truction . Tne.
77~/

Base __Luke, AZ Page No. 66745 _ Vol. No.

Paragraph No ] [3‘, 64 ¢ .

; “Entitlement _/ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim §__ 7600
CASE —_—
INFO Who won? Govt. v Ktr Amount of award $ A{’/A
Time Extension requested IU’/A (days) Awarded (days)
: Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech Civil Struc 7
- PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: __TAC
\ FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 221, 280  COE involvement Yes No
' Type of Work (project): conSfrucsd L/%
; Type of Work (Claim): msulapion  (reof)
1. Ambiguous Specs. : 14. Imprnper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. ] Damafges ‘ —
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspecior-caused Delay
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority —_—
o I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of
| crAM 3 e work dedonived ! Re jecting Work —_—
CATEGORIES | 18. Inspector Improperly
S Iasuate eech: i Directing Work
-1 19, inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site :
S ———4-"" "conditions | : Stopping Work —_
! - 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
8. gzaﬁes in Cpees. —l or Gross Errors ' _
9 ngr ggggi"igrzge : 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior ! 22. CowDilz{'ecting Addt’l
» knowledge | or. —_—
11. Failure to give | 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the: I Work —
work site { 2. Improper T for D —_—
12. Poor Workmanship ! 25. Improper T for C .
13. Overzealous !
inspection I (continued)
|
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: Chaunge ed "E’f‘

eonstruchv Q-__d\-ﬂkggb

Comments:

PERTINENT
FACTS

~ 1. Need for Change Order

11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner

|

[
2. Poor Criteria at the |
|
|
|
|
|
! of Performance
|
|
|
|
)
(
|
!
|

Start of Design
3. Need for Addendum

4. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the
Contracth's Supervisor ___

7. Poor Documentation by

14. Prodblems with
Government- Furnished

Contractor ___115. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience ¢’ Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Equipment -

Comments: __ Kir intemd do use *yge o+
ingulation gupevior 1o Hhad ,%::l 12; s pecs . annd

heo wownhol‘ cOVApMS atign,

Kbr claims Hriat subeontr. dida's-

| mention Haak his bid vugs based on centain

kind ofF Msuh&wn

c/eumf Hiat Govi. prowisad

add$'] o p_»_«fmm !
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— T Y N T e T T T T T T T ey DA A
" page _I_of _/ Pages ‘ Lin 7
; CASE REVIEW FORM Bill
! ASBCA Case No. JamNB . Date Case Heard 8§ Mee 39

Name of Contractor Bvwau,y Constauction Lo

¢ Gausom AFg . Page No. 053l Vol. No. 39-)

. Paragraph No. 133Ny
Y CASE Entitlement _— Both E&Q _~— Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 3} 120
. INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr _»7 Amount of award $ A
i Time Extension requested _yip (days) Awarded 5,ip (days)
| ‘

P Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc »~
: PROJECT Area of the Country:MJwelDays Required ﬁ’[g MAJCOM: SpC.
%FEATURES Size of Contract: $13 113 COE involvement Yes__ No
! Type of Work (project): anc
' Type of Work (Claim): by

1. Ambiguous. Specs. : u. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages —_
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! His Authority —
1 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of .
' CLAIM 5 the work dedcribed | Re jecting Work S
CATEGORIES | 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Ig:gguiit:pggg?f I Directing Work
| 19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site
Conditions 17_: Stopping Work : - —
a 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
8. g:a:fes in Specs. — or Gross Errors '
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal"” area

22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior

knowledge Work —
1l. Failure to give 23. Cowg:ErOPerly Rejecting
work site 24, Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

25. Improper T for C

|
J
|
|
|

access to the: |
|
|
|
| - (continued)
|
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Claim Categories(contd..)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: $)aruﬁﬁuaﬁv( upmirsus, G-t frersonmod—
J«unqagbwcg > .Cx;{%ﬁ LT, ey
|
1. Need for Change Order l 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

! and Subcontractors

—! 12. Change in the
Contractor's

_ Start of Design
3. Need for Addendum
: 4. Poor Documentation

R B2 04" " L I AR S CNS. R 4 S 8P S S S URERLal Yt R “1
[

Supervisor

1
|
I by Inspector — ! 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of T the Method or Manner
: Inspectors | of Performance
-FERTINENT | ¢ apsence of the '14. Problems with
. Contractor’s Supervisor ___ I Government-Furnished
FACTS | Equipment
! | 7. Poor Documentation by quipmen , —_—
L Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience e : ) Channels by CO —
16. Air Force Personnel
| 9. Adversary Relationship —_— Performing Zontractor
10. Change in Inspectors o Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ;jak?tondhdxza;nalzhadza}<¥§32§Z;542‘
7

Comments: °
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. CASE
INFO

" PROJECT
: FEATURES

ASBCA Case No. _ #2739 Date Case Heard Ma'y I, 1172
Name of Contractor DeH-a_ Line (ons#rud—:an Compa-o.y

Base 'Dovev- _Dal. Page No. d%,os_g_ Vol. No. 7é-/

Paragraph No 13‘, £7/

Entitlement _/ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_ B93.50
Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr ___ Amount of award $ N/A

Time Extension requested ﬂ?h (days) Awarded - (days)
Design Digclpline: Electr v’ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc
Area of the Country: ____ Days Requlred 8J _ MAJCOM: LQ

Size of Contract: $ 99 832 COE involvement Yes | P

S 4 . .
Type of Work (project): r-e}aa-r clectr. o(l,s‘-/'r'. SYsi2im
Type of Work (Claim): : " v “ I

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

15. Inspector-caused Delay
16. Inspector Acting Outside

1. Ambiguous. Specs.
2. Omissions in Specs.
3. Conflicts in Specs.

b D%ﬁiﬁ?gﬁﬁiitigh -__: His Authority L
et T URESRETY
6. Tmseourate tech. | 13 TpRcH e
7. Differing Site I 19. Inggs;gggg I;r;g;‘gperly .

C-mditions
8. Changes in Specs.

9. Chzllenges in the
"Or Equal” area

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Directing Addt'l

—

10. Owner had superior
kno~ledge Work —
11. Failure to give 23. Cowgggroperly Re jecting |

access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection-

IR

2L, Improper T for D

- e e e e e e e A -

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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PERTINENT
FACTS

T ——

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: De /4—)/!
Comments:
l. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

|1 ]

|
H
|
: 12
3. Need for Addendum ==
L. Poor Documentation !
by Inspector l13.
5. Inexperience of J
Inspectors |
6. Absence of the 1y,
Contractor's Supervisor __ !
7.. Poor Documentation by !
Contractor 15,
8. Contractor's Prior :
Experience
116
|
|
|

Additional Pertinent Facts:

. Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

Problems with
Government-Furnished .
Equipment

Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

. Air Force Personnel

Performing Contractor
Duties

Kir pervonne!l probs.
" ! i

Comments:

perconnel

probs.

’Ddculf due %o

+ hcur:b‘ uggadima}‘
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Page _L of << Pages Lin (7~

Rl AL N T YA 04 AR/ L A AN N

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Cése No. QOSACY)  Date Case Heard _I&S U\QA,{ 9

Name of Contractor ' . 6 -
Base Gy Foors AFDWPage No. (FAOHN Vol. No. 9=

Paragraph No. _I28(a9

CASE
INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

Entitlement _/ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $O) ,33;/4:5.;,@

Who won? Govt. ____ Ktr / Amount of award $ U/‘F—
Time Extension requested MIA_ (days) Awarded N[ﬁ (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ____ Civil ___ Struc (v
Area of the Country:Miuet Days Required _“/A MaJCOM: _S6¢
Size of Contract: $ . 9QuL) COE involvement Yes___ No _LZ
Type of Work (project): Ex‘fe'raormam%umcc quﬁn@a‘flﬂFH ya,fs |

Type of Work (Claim): qu‘hm

~ CLAIM
| SATEGORIES

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

24, Improper T for D

| 1]

25. Improper T for C

(continued)

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Spees. ___| Damages . —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. I 12. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in I 16. Inspector Ac?ing Outside
Interpretation I His Authority —
sq s | 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described ___ | Re jecting Work —_—
, | 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech. -
data in specs. : Directing Work
7. Differing Site '19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions ___: Stopping Work .
: 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
2' giaifes in ipe::. —_— or Gross Errors ’
. Challenges in the .
"or Egﬁaln area : 21. CO Acting Improperly ';11
10. Owner had superior | 22- Coleiecting Addt'l
knowledge | or. —
11. Failure to give | 23- Cowggiroperly Rejecting
|
[
|
|
|
|

251
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:.
Comments +UiTec o bw Idiag bed been gcce@"&/. | bt was repured Fo ceworll (F
4 7 7
|
1. Need for Change Order __ | 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the I : &
Start of Design : and Subcontractors -
3. Need for Addendum | 12. ngg%gaégozbg'
L. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector —1 13. CO Directs Change in ¥
5. Inexperience of T the Method or Manner
Inspectors J of Performance
ERTINENT| ¢, Absence of the I'14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ ! Govarnment-Furnished
FACTS | Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by quip —_—
. Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
Communication
8. Contractor's Prior | Channels by CO L
Experience :
9. Adversary Relationship J , 16 Aégrgg:;;nzeg§:¥¥:§tor
10. Change in Inspectors ; | Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: ' '
Comments:
\\ ]
252
r3 .\\\
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Page % of S Pages ' Lin ¢~
. CASE REVIEW FORM :
SO0 NV Lon YRR Bill
ASBCA Case No. 822 Date Case Heard _ [ 5"‘14»( 9
Name of Contractor 24 iONLL K OShangce
Base (zpulD) Fopy Aﬁg MPage No. _ {3640 Vol. No. ""’cl—l
| | Paragraph No. ' R/
i ,
GASE Entitlement t/ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ue¢'h \
INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr o/ Amount of award $_ N[N
Time Extension requested _ AN/A  (days) Awarded N/R' (days)
. . ‘ :
Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil ___ Struec \/ _
"ROJECT -Area of the.Countrya/‘L"‘_pgﬁ_"Days Required MAJCOM: _ OPx:
EATURES | -gize of Contract: $ Gabhd10 COE involvement Yes__ No
Type of Work (project): Exterioc ﬂlmn‘l'cvt&accﬂzmﬁmcfﬂf’#agztz
. Type of Work (Claim)s Pmu-hrzq .
"1.. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. - Damages —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. I 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation | ~ His Authority —
O | 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of
CLAIM 5 the work described ! Re jecting Work —
'ATEGORIES 1 18. Inspector Improperly
6 Ig:g;“l;:"gp:ggh i Directing Work -
: | 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differ Site "
7 Condi%?gns { Stopping Work —_
| 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
8. g:a;fes in Specs. | or éross Errors
9. Chellgnges.in the | 21. cO Acting Inproperly
10. Owner had superior | 22. CO Directing Addt'l
> knowledge | Work —
11. Failure to give | 23. COwImII:roperly Re jecting
access to the: i or —
] work site { 24. Improper T for D —
12. Poor Workmanship [ 25. Improper T for C .
13. Overzealous !
inspection | (continued)
!
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YToes et e

ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: ﬁeq ucred contracther per*\% fon wo\"k

beicvul contract e; curemem‘\

Comments : Fix i5.AG o ln—‘lmq ctold paia™ piitdeors a color other than

: speclﬁ;edmcmwac‘r, peepare sucXace Gor n‘m by crte b{«zs*mq

i
1. Necd for Change Order — 11. Lack of Coordination
. s ‘ Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design : | and Subcontractors
- 12. Change in the
3. Need fo: Addzndun | Contractor's
4. Poor Dccumentation ! Supervisor
by Inspector L 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors ! of Performance
6. Absence of the | I'14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __! Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by ! Equipment —
Contractor : : 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experlence l Charnels by CO

9. Adversary Relationship 1 ! 16. Aﬁgrggﬁﬁgnzeggggﬁgitor

10. Change in Inspectors | Duties
“" _ R

Additional Pertinent PFacts:

Comments: )
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Page~3 of _§_Pages

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill
ASBCA Case No. QSO _ Date Case Heard ! g ”14}‘\’1 719

Name of Contractor ~Rewidaw H . O rpg
Base Sraud Toaes AR, (D Page No. L30 HQ Vol. No. 19-)

Paragraph No. Q79

3ASE
INFO

Dollar Amt. of Claim $ Lee #& )

Amount of award $_ M/[#&
MlA (days) Awarded A /A (days)

Entitlement . Both E&Q
Who wor.? Govt. Ktr
Time Extension requested

0JECT
IATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc _ 1/ °
Area of the_CountryM_\'ﬁ\*STDays Required __l‘_'_/ﬁ_ MAJCOM: SO
Size of Contract: $_.0«l2710 COE involvement: Yes_ No_ _/
Type of Work (project): Extensc Mavlendace pmm‘“nq on MPH units

Type of Work (Claim): _ farati 5]

7 1AIM
\TEGORIES

VOO N v FuwuDbn

14. Improper Liquidated

lg:Ambiguous;Specs.
Damages

25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous

inspection (continued)

. Omissions in Specs. . :
. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay
Differences in I 16. In;geczozhAc?tng Outside
Interpretation | S Authority S
| 17. Inspector Improperly
Impossibility of . :
the work described ! Re jecting Work —
| 18. Inspector Improperly
Inaccurate tech.
data in specs. : Directing Work —_—
. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Condit%ons !{ : Stopping Work -
| 3 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
) ggaiies'ln ipe::- —I or éross Errors ’
. Challenges in the .
“Op Egaal" area : 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior | 22, Coleiectlng Addt'l .
knowledge 1 or v L
11. Failure [to give i 23. COwImiroperly Re jecting
access to the: I or —_
work sitEm | 24. Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship I
| w————
|
]
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Claim Categories(contd.) _
Additional Claim Categries: F
Comments : ’Zjéouernm enlenclesed d perth due te chonop dﬁséqéoni which
Mmalde' T more d €0 ¢ 1% Lol ZFr 7o dcc@ss U’ 5t -

i X

1l. Need for Change Order j 1. Lack of Coordination H

: s Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the i Y i
Start of Design | and Subcontractors i

12. Change in the 4

3. Need for Addendum i Contractor's ;
4. Poor Dccumentation ! Supervisor A
by Inspector — 13. CO Directs Change in ) t

5. Inexperience of ' the Method or Mamner i
Inspectors ! of Performance 3

TINENT| ¢, aAbsence of the P14, Probvlems with

PACTS Contractor's Supervisor __| Government-Furnished o
7. Poor Documentation by ' Equipment — | :
Contractor I'15. Use of Improper T

. ! Conmunication -

8. Contractor's Prior -
Experience : Channels by CO - o

. - 16. Air Force Personnel =

9. Adversary Relationship Jiil Performing Contractor F
10. Change in Inspectors | Duties e
Additional Pertinent Facts: : i@
‘Comments : . H
o

3

;-e

-

3

4

“ ,:3

i

:

256 i~
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Page d of j: Pages Lin i
& . CASE REVIEW FORM .

W

ASBCA Case No. &AJS2CYS  Date Case Heard /4 5""'1(0'1 79
Name of Contractor RoupaAu. H. Tharol.

Base ' ) Page No. _&§oY4s Vol. No. NQ-)

" Paragraph No. J3R/[~7

-ASE

Entitlement ~»~ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ Aeepe |

™
Who won? Govt.  Ktr ___ - Amount of award $_ M/R
Time Extension requested N[A (days) Awarded Nlg (days)

QOJECT
ATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech Civil Struc “
Area of the Country:MiduesfDays Required ____ MAJCOM: _Jnn
Size of Contract: $_9da2HO - COE involvement Yes_ No_ V

Type of Work (project): WWM:{MFHM&&
Type of Work (Claim): fza.w:ﬁaq

LAIM
TEGORIES

: 14. Improper Liquidated

1. Ambiguous: Specs.
’ : Damages

2. Omissions in Specs. | .
3. Conflicts in Speecs. ___| 15. Inspector-caused Delay
. . e tside
b Differencesin. f ;‘fif"g °‘1‘ _
. e
5. Taposaibility of e : Rejecnine wome Y __
§. Masourate Sech. O I ting oY
7. Differing Site 19. mg%i;;?ﬁg I%g;‘;perly .

Conditions

. Changes in Specs. 20. Frzud, Latent Defects,

I

|

I

l

|

|

I

i or Gross Errors
. Challenges in the : 21. CO Acting Improperly

!

|

|

|

|

|

i

!

\O

"Or Equal” area
10. Uwner had superior _22’ CO Directing Addt'l

knowledge Work
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggﬁroperly Re jecting

access to the:
work site

12. Pnor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

24. Improper T for D
25. Improper T for C

(continued)

e
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : lﬁ)aww Liom msbaclsy oo troptl Loginely | ond
|y

Mk&%m ldﬁqam‘(e 2o don MJ&WWM

{
1. Need for Change Order ___, 11. Lack of Coordlnatlon
s Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design g and Subcontractors
3. Need for Addendum L Cg?g%f.aégof.hg
4 Poor Documentation J
by Inspector : 13. CO Directs Change in
|
|

Kl

Supervisor
5. Inexperience of \/' the Method or Manner
Inspectors ' of Performance

L. Problems with

|

6. Absence of the

Contractor's Supervisor ___ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation oy Equipment R—
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
Communication
Experience —

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

9. Adversary Relationship

10. Change in Inspectors

i
|
1
8. Contractor's Frior | Channels by CO
qr—l
-—7-|
Al
I

Additional Pertinent Pacts:

Comments:
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R

" page _ of 5  Fages - | Lin v~
v i CASE REVIEW FORM
. CASE REVIEW FORM Bill ___
3
VT j
i ASBCA Case No. Q0@ Date Case Heard _ (3 (lay 79
X Name of Contractor ?.audalf 1] ‘\)-eg!\p
_I Base (zouud Gors LA Ll Page No. (B8OOI vo1. No. _MI-/
Paragraph No. _ 122{q9
© GASE Entitlement ~ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_oee p_r,'
INFO Who won? Govt. v~ Ktr Amount of award $ M4
: Time Extension requ.stel _A) (A4 (days) Awarded __A/A (days)
J o+
; Design Discipline: Electr Mech ___ Civil strue _
» PROJECT Area of the Country: MdueiDays Required M /® MAJCOM: __SAC
\ FEATURES Size of Contract: $_ 94270 COE involvement Yes_. No_/
\ Type of Work (project):ﬁ@mmw Man‘mug
: Tyve of Work (Claim): M,.?
: 1. Ambiguous: Specs. __: 14. Improper Liquidated
I 2. Jmissions in Specs. I Damages —_—
: 3. Conflicts in Specs. 15, Inspector-caused Delay —_—
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
: _ Interpretation | His Authority —
- ' I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of
| cram 3 tge work described I Re jecting Work _—
| CATEGORIES! | 18. Inspector Improperly :
' 6 Ig:ggug;t:ngg{l' I Directing Work ,
N | 19. Inspector Improperl
. Differing Site y
; 7 Condit?%ns I~  Stopping Work S
! . ~ | 20, Fraud, Latent Defects
: 8. g:a:fes in Spec:. - —l or Gross Errors ’
9. Chal T i ! 21. CO Acting Improperly VA
10. Owner had superior p 22. CowDilr{'ecting Addt'l
. knowledge | or —_
11. Failure to give ; 23. COwImiroperly Re jecting
access to the: | or —_—
work site 4 2b. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship ( 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I -
inspection | (continued)
!
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

| T Co A;n&vvedl Al Wik
C:ggent 2)) ) oseeslt SHad 232553421Jw%&abﬁ<}MHE:::Q

%MMW’M

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum
L

|
. Poor Documentation |

by Inspector 1

5. Inexp iience of '
Inspectors . |

6. Ahsence of the \/'
Contractor's Supervisor V_!

|

I3

|

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor.

8. Contractor's Prior |
Experience

7|
9. Adversary Relationship 16. A

10. Change in Inspectors |

13.

|
R 11. Lack of Coordinatlon

Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

—! 12. Changa in the

Contractor's
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

14. Problems with

15.

Government-Furnished g
Equipment :

Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

ir Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:

Rl S ST
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Page | of _ 2 Pages Lin ___

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill /

CASE
INFO

i .
- PROJECT
| FEATURES

ASBCA Case No. 2294s Date Case Heard /Nouwv, 3° , 1978
Name of Contractor M adses Conspruction Co. ’;__I:-QC
Base lmw; CA Page No. éé S59 Vol. No. _277-{

Paragraph No. (3 584

Entitlement v Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 397¢£.20

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of award $ N/A
Time Extension requested A?/A (days) Awarded (days)
Design Disciplines: Electr Mech Civil ¥/ Struc
Area of the Country: _____ Days Required MAJCOM: _ MAC
Size of Contract: $ '57 7,311 COE involvement Yes__ No_V
Type of Work (project):  c omStruct Sof Fbal‘ gl.o.u-on.cl
Type of Work (Claim): ‘addt’] :M_gm-\-cmmgc_ work.
1. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages _
3. Conflicts in Specs. i 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation | His Authority —_—
P | 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of . X
the work described I Re jecting Work —
| 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech. : :
data in specs. : Directing Work —
P : : -1 19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site Stopping Work o

Conditions
8. Changes in Specs.

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the .

"Op Eq%al" area 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior 22. Coleiectlng Addt? 1

knowledge or -_—
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

2. Improper T for D

N

25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous
inspection (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

'Additional Claim Categries:

Error~ (n D-es: n

Comments:

1.
2.

8.

9. Adversary Relationship

Need fér'Change Order

Poor Criteria at the:
Start of Design

Need for Addendum

|

|

|

|

|

Poor Documentation !
by Inspector l
Inexperience of | !
Inspectors !
|

|

|

|

{

{

i

Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor ___

. Poor Documentation by

Contractor

Contractor's Prior

Experience

10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts: __

. Lack of Coordination

. Problems with

. Use of Improper

A vy - s - —a———

MW der: mais s et avterde
J

Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner

of Performance

Government-Furnished
Equipment

fommunication
Chanmels by CO

Air Torne Fersornel
FPerforaiag Contrzotor
Duties .

———

Comments:
A4ﬂA¢cl S

la.c.em-m+ Wf 5,,,..,;.:1.“- Lecds

He

Were, CfLFa‘Cff

iissure £Ur- weter Lvuwd S
reg wisine add+’]

J raéglﬂir

mﬂ( v P |
poar ﬂ S‘u.rz.cc. of-;-ﬁfejd CQ,-‘.Q&&,J

Pﬁnqu N w’“f—"‘ made 54.eAu’nj ‘neffective .
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CASE REVIEW FORM Bill o/

‘Name of Contractor Ma.JSen Constructi'on

ASBCA Case No. 22745  Date Case Heard New. 30,, 1978

Base _ “Tra~vis, CA Page No. _£6€,%59 Vol. No. 79—/ |

Paragraph No. / 12 58¢

CASE

Entitlement ___ Both E&Q _y/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_1l7/2.29

INFO Who won? Govt. /. Ktr - Amount of award $___(6%0.749
: Time Extension requested W&(days) Awarded ~_(days)
*
‘ Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil _y Struc
PROJ_ECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: Méc
FEATURES ize of Contract: $__%7, 89/ COE involvement Yes__ No
Type of Work (project): Construct sebtball odiamond
Type of Work (Claim): : 5,prr'n kler heade '
1. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. i Damages —]
3. Conflicts in Specs. y 15. Inspectqr-caused Delay
L. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority _—
. -1 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of .
CLAIM 3 tge work degcribed I Re jecting Work —_
CATEGORIES| 4. naccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
- I 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differing Site
7 Poonaitions ' Stopring Work —
| 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
8. g}l:a;zfes in ?pecs. —1 or Gross Errors ' -
9. "gr ggﬁ:i..lgrgge : 2. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior | 22 CowDi;'ecting Addt'l
. knowledge i Wor _—
11. Failure to give | 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the ) Work S
work site ‘ { 24. Improper T for D —_—
1<. Poor Workmanship : 25. Improper T for C .
|
L

13. Overzealous

inspection ' : (continued)

.....................




PERTINENT
FACTS

_Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Delays

Comments:

g

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum

3
L. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the

Contractor's Supervisor __

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship

10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

l

—_— 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

' and Subcontractors

—! 12. Change in the
Contractor's
' Supervisor

13. CC Directs Chunge in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

—

|

1

l

|

14, Problems with

I Government-Furnished
| Equipment

'15 Use of Improper
- Communication

i Channels by CO
I
—
— |
{

16. Air Porce Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Kr ha{;iv&y*z

- Comments Delay

L ]
Iy Cranel.

Teoz_cam

¢444ﬂ5’¢ 2let'na l‘>
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Page ) of _3 Pages Lin N _
a& CASE REVIEW FORM " ns
LTSN R LU A Bill
ASBCA Case No. 23148 Date Case Heard 1 Afa 1S

Name of Contractor fauadtaymil. Conszpuonion Co
Base porruxy AER MR Page No. 137993 Vol. No. _f]_s__)_
Paragraph No. )3 aaa

CASE
INFO

Entitlement _}- Both E&Q . Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 150
Who won? Govt. Ktr _~ Amount of award $_ .90
Time Extension requested ,;,in (days) Awarded y,in  (days)

.
PROJECT
FEATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech Civil, Struec
Area of the Country:MluestDays Required A//&= MAJCOM: ,Spp
Size of Contract: $1290 155 COE involvement Yes___ No__

Type of Work (project): MML:&M«ID_EFJI,O GShan
Type of Work (Claim): _ﬁmg.u_m.l_aamu%c__wm__/ua._

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

Conditions
8. Changes in Specs.

1. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14, Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | ;Damages : -
3. Conflicts in Specs. 1 15. Ipspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I 'His Authority -
| 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of :
the work described I ‘Rejecting Work J—
| 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Igzgguggt:ngg?. I ‘Directing Work
. | 19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site Stopping Work .

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

13. Overzealous

inspection (continued)

9. Challenges in the | _
"0r Equal® area | 21. CO Acting Improperly A
10. Owner had superior I 22. CowDilz;ecting Addt’l
knowledge | nor —_
11. Failure to give I 23. CowImllzroperly Re jecting
access to the: i or —
work site ‘ | 24. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for C ' ‘
! ) —_—
I
|
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ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : Q) el redhrncing i Zowedy manmer - LT et dL ool
Ao bd Lensbinaf oeclifpanon Lante, i

havg Telord] 4

2f
1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum

3

L. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the

Contractor's Supervisor ___

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Addltional Pertinent Facts:

Hl

7

11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

14. Problems with
"Government-Furnished
Equipment

15. Use of Improper

Communication
Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor

Duties -

_m&&@%&_@#__

Comments:
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Page nZ_. of .3 Pages

CASE _REVIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. 231 N8 Date Case Heard _|Q APR =9
Name of Contractor RaiySwweri  ConstonoTion Ca

Base OFELILNY AFR s Page No. 1,339 3 Vol. No. 35 i
Paragraph No. 13%:2:2

CASE
INFO

Entitlement +~ Both E&Q «~ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ ~GQ4 N
Who won? Govt. _i~ Ktr Amount of award $__ cx

Time Extension requested \yin (days) Awarded ,y)p ~ (days)

ROJECT
EATURES

Design Discipline: Electr _+~ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc ___

Area of the Country:fdw¢fDays Required A4 MAJCOM; >Sac.
Size of Contract: $,3g2 145 COE involvement Yes__No_»~
Type of Work (project): ' o "
Type' of Work (Claim):

CLAIM
ATEGORIES

14. Improper Liquidé.ted

1. Ambiguous: Specs.
2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages —
3. Conflicts in Spees. [ lg. Inspector-cause@ Delay
L. Differences in | 16. Insgector Acting Outside
Interpretation | His Authority —
I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
- the work described I Re jecting Work —_—
| 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech. :
data in specs. : Directing Work —
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions : Stopping Work —_
8. Changes in Specs. ' 20. Frggdérg::eggrgggects,
9. Challenges in the i -
"Or Equal” area _ 21. CO Acting Improperly —
10. Owner had superior | 22 Cownliecting Addt'l
knowledge i or. —_

23. CO Improperly Rejecting
Work

24. Improper T for D R

11. Failure to give !
}
Rt |

12. Poor Workmanship : 25. Improper T for C
|
]

access to the:
work site

13. Overzealous

inspection (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: /‘gl&;{ fl‘@} &#&MW

v e— e

Comments : .
-

1. Meed for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination }
s : Between the Contractor . |

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors »

Start of Design _—
3. Need fur Addendum '

4., Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

|

—_— |

|

|

|

]

: 13. CO Directs Change in

' the Method or Manner

f of Performance >
| ;
|

|

]

1

!

-1

—_—

P R X )

‘RTINENT | g, absence of the 14. Problems with
\ Contracvor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished :
FACTS Equipment ¢
7. Poor Documentation by quip -_ 1 .
Contractor 15. Use of Improper :
‘ Communication N
8. Contractor.® Frior Channels by CO :
16. Air Force Personnel :
9. Adversary Relationship Performing Contractor f
10. Change in Inspectors 1 Duties B

Additional Pertinent Facts: ﬁwwfw 42«67@;
Coupplis )

Comments : Lico tidplian P adp 2 Lt om mamed o Flting
ﬁ{ﬁ;v¢“4féﬁw~!A -21{4;4L£41<zn&z«ﬁo%”JuJat«gﬁfﬂcabﬁfﬂLAZﬁéig—

T, I Lt Re L
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.




Page .3 of ,? Pages

CASE REVTIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. Q23148 Dzte Case Heard |8 0 PRI
Name of Contractor Lausiuiamir ConsIRUcTion Co
Base Ore\2YY peR P Page No. L3393 Vol. No. 3;3 l
Paragraph No. 135290
~ASE Entitlement 4~ Both E&Q _+—Dollar Amt. of Claim $_ 102 o). Jls
INFO Who won? Govt. "Ktr _+~— Amount of award $ A
Time Extension requested jo)a  (days) Awarded _5\n  (days)
Design Disciplines Electr Mech Civil ~ Struc :
R0JECT Area of the,Country-mL&gT Days Required A /& MAJCOM: ::ec
ATURES Size of Contract: $ COE involvement Yes.
Type of Work (project): " . ool
Type of Work (Claim): R A it Bod’
1. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Spees. . Damages . _—
3. Conflicts in Spees. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in 1 16. Insiaector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! His Authority —_—
PRI I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of .
JLAIM 3 tge work degcribed | Re jecting Work —
\TEGORIES| 4. TInaccurate tech. | 18. In]sjgectgz: Improlxéerly
data in specs. : irecting Wor —_—
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions : Stopping Work | —
s 20. Fraud, Latent Defects, ‘
g' gga:fes in ?p e::. —1 or Gross Errors ﬂ
. Challenges in the I 1
"Or Equal"” area | 21. CO Acting Improperly 1
10. Owner had superior | 22. CO Dliectmg Addt’l
knowledge i Wor?
11. Failure to give I 23. COWImproperly Re jecting
access to the: | ork
work site — 2L, Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship . 25. Improper T for C :
13. Overzealous I _ :
inspection I (continued)
|
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: v T daa. M-cdhl& /w(/ul'z A_Qﬂ- <o

M’WM“‘Q.&A & Voily scaimpen

Comments ﬂu‘ﬁjwfmm\mm Lo dllrong T Z bt ol 40/&::,&,
/”*15&41 wﬂ){JZﬁZk&/Ahﬁhumlbaaiﬁhéuﬂk«ukf

|
11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the

L e R A .
YRR f . -

TRTS

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
- Start of Design

. Need for Addendum Contractor's
by Inspector 13. €O Directs Change in v
5. Inexperience of the Method or M-aner

—_
|
e |
3 |
4. Poor Documentation | Supervisor
|
l
l

Inspectors of Performance

RTINENT | ¢, Absence of the | 14, Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor ~/ Government-Furnished v

FACTS : . X
' ~ 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —_ "
Contractor : :15. Use of Improper R
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience : ) Channels by CO
. 16. Air Force Personnel :
9. Adversary Relationship | Performing Contractor -
10. Change in Inspectors | " Duties ol

Additional Pertinent Facts:

\
.
R T v
H ~.L—-l..l..:\1

YRS

i

R |

v XK TRV X

Lty
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Casiar X ot

SE
FO

JECT
TURES

. Ve el e e W T e - -

‘age _) of _| Pages ' Lin _
CASE_REVIEW FORM | Bill f’

ASBCA Case No. _ 23281 Date Case Heard ﬁ'ﬂ‘h" "f,, 19797
Name of Contractor S peeale  Corporation ' Thre.

Base Patricl, FL ' Pt No. 61', 806 Vol. No. 79 -/

Paragraph No. ] 1_37.82'L

Entitlement + Both E2Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ not given
Who won? Govt.  Ktr Amount of award $ N!A
Time Extension requested __ N/g (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc _y/
Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: _AFSC-

Size of Contract: $_42,39R COE involvement Yes__ No_,/
mype of Work (project): __ pg;aﬂ’ij 6 wouplhoyses
Type of Work (Claim): . adcli !/ lpa.in#c'n e .

AIM
IGORIES

. Omissions in Specs. Damages
. Conflicts in Speecs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay

1. Ambiguous: Specs. z : 14. Improper Liquidated
2 I
3 l
L. Differences in
5
6

I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
i His Authority

I 17. Inspector Improperly
[ Re jeceing Work

| 18. Inspector Improperly
i Directing Work
|

19. Inspector Improperly

Interpretation

. Impossibility of
the work described

. Inaccurate tech.
data in specs.

POttt s e o _
8. Changes in Specs. _' 20. Frz“zfdérlo‘g:eg;rgigects'
9. Cbgilggﬁginlgrgge . 21, CO Acting Improperly _
10. Owner had superior 22. COwDirecting Addt'l

knowledge _ ork —
11. Failure to give Work

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

2L . Improper T for D

25. Improper T for C

1

|

{

!

: 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
!

i

!

|

| (continued)
[
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Claim Categories{contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum

3
4, Poor Documentation
by Inspector

Inexperience of
Inspectors

§. Absence of the
Contiractor's Supervisor __

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Advefsary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

|

!11 Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

I and Subcontractors

l12 Change in the
Contractor's

" Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

-1

|

1

I

!

| 14. Problems with
. Government-Furnished
! Equipment

:15. Use of Improper

!
-
—— |
—

Communication
Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Var £ oiled ts read

6pecs, + drawings ag a whole

1
Comments: x

h¥ he ’:'4':'-[- have 4o

4 roof

weren't on

d ! S because +ha
.Jk h's behavier

_'__mA&_LaeﬁyW hatr he
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X

Pagé. of Pages _ Lin
L L CASE REVIEW FORM
=2 e s Bill
ASBCA Case No. c2:3M1.) ~ Date Case Heard Q AR 739

CASE
INFO

'ROJECT
EATURES

Name of Contractor Adesw b sius
Base (N uTse afFn. O\, Page No. bgmLVol. No. _33_1__
Paragraph No. 1380%

Entitlement .~ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $13 W
Who won? Govt. _«~ Ktr Amount of award $__¢4

Time Extension requested _»ip (days) Awarded _jyipn  (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ___* Struc »~

Area of the Country: QE Days Required jlpn MAJCOM: AYyce
Size of Contract: $.1R00A COE involvement Yes__ No_ o~

Type of Work (project):
Type of Work (Claim): : .

CLAIM
ATEGORIES

1. Ambiguous: Specs.

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

L R —

2. Omissions in Specs. ::: . —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. ___ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay  ___
bodtterences dn L MR Rmoriny
SO MMH e 1 Rajeosing ok __
6 Tnsooumate tech. | I e ok __
7. Differing Site I 19. Inggg;;g:gI$g§§perly .

Condltlons
8. Changes|in Specs.

9. Challenéps in the
“Or-Equil" area

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior
knowledge Work -_—
11. Failure 'to give 23. CowImEroperly Re jecting
access to the: or
work site 24, Improper T for D ;2

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: 24) //?ILM&@MWW% Lhews U
Lot ol mom 4
|
1. Need for Change Order j 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor -
2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design : and Subcontractors
12. Change in the
3. Need for Addendum | Contractor's
L. Poor Documentation ! Supervisor
by Inspsctor —1 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of | the Method or Manner
Inspectors | of Performance
6. Absence of the '14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ | Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by | Equipment —
Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
. Communication
6. Contractor's Prior
Experience :Z | Channels by CO
I 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship

10. Change in Inspectors

Performing Contractor
Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: za‘mmuzamzu/mafm

Comments:

274
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Page _| of _| Pages ‘ ‘ . Lin 4~

CASE REVIEW FORM | P11 ___
ASBCA Case No. .245%13 Date Case Heard 9% )i, 18

Name cf Contractor \\hwhmac ConstRilCIORS  alund
Base Rreisr OFR ULy Page No. 3,;53;} Vol. No. 38.9

‘Paragraph No. 13299

 CASE
INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

Entitlement 3~ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_\y 4o

Who won? Govt.  ___ Ktr _y~ Amount of award $_\p
Time Extension requested w\p (days) Awarded _,y\»  (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc &~
Area of the Country:Miduest Days Required "’M MAJCOM: pYC -
Size of Contract: $a3 S0 0NO  COE involvement Yes_o—No__

Type of Work (project): wﬁ_ﬁp
Type of Work (Claim)i ‘ﬁn_pl,uﬁgz&auum—_ggw

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

1. Ambiguous: Specs. ___: 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissjons in Specs. - Damages —_
3. Conflicts in Specs. Sz:' 15. Inspector-caused Delay  __
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I . E's Authority S
I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described 1 Re jecting Work —_
| 18. Inspector Improperly
§ Ipaccurate aech- | " Directing Work —
— | 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differing Sit
7 Condit?gns ° Stopping Work —_—
8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal”" area
22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior Work
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggilzroperly Re Jecting

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

24, Improper T for D

|
I
|
|
|
|

knowledge _
|
I
|
: 25. Improper T for C
|

(continued)

1
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PERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.) .
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: ﬁ#’cwﬁﬁ % MMWM 2edadi g 4oy rsome

|
1. Need for Change Order __{ 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the |

Start of Design —_ and Subcontractors —_—
3. Need for Addendum ___ iz. nggﬁggégo:?:.
4. Poor Documentation ' Supervisor —_

by Inspector — 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance —

6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment S
Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Channels by CO

9. Adversary Relationship 1 A R e ool o

10. Change in Inspectors Duties .

moZecd .
Additional Pertinent Facts: M(rz)w O
“ ¥M =l § s W 4 e’ 7. a2 d »

|
|
|
|
|
|
Contractor's Supervisor __' Government-Furnished
|
i
i
Experience :
!
|
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CASE
INFO

ROJECT
EATURES

Page _| of _| Pages ‘Lin ___

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. dX790 Date Case Heard Mg%, 19, (973
Name of Contractor ?nag + Wirtz onstruction

Base Ca-unon! NM Page No. éfé,lﬂ Vol. No. __73-3

‘Paragraph Wo. 13,249

Entitlement _/ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $__5,000

Who won? Gov:. _/ Ktr Amount of award $
Time Extension requested N/A (days) Awarded N’/A - (days)

Design Discipliné: Electr ____ Mech Civil Struc /
Area of the Courtry: Days Required magcom:  TAC

Size of Contract: $_1,631,%00 COE involvement Yes_+/ No

‘Type of Work (project)s cenatruct a?mngsmm
Type of Work (Claim):s __ sywartar <€oloring . .

CLAIM
ATEGORIES

fem”

=
,

_Ambiguous: Specs.: _1:: 14. Improper Liquidated
| Damages

2. Omissions in Spees. ___ ,
3. Conflicts in Spees. ___" 15. Inspector-caused Delay

bodfterences tn L R ety
TR e 1 Redeoting hom
¢ mgmmeteen N R
P st Y TERRRSASTY
8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, g:gegtnggectS.

9. Challenges in the 21. Cooic:ing M;r:perly :

"Or Equal”" area

10. Owner had superior

|
:
S
|
: 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge : S
|
|
—_
0
|
|
|

Work —_—
11. Failure to give 23. COwImgroperly Re jecting
access to the ‘ or S
work site 24, Improper T for D —
12. Poor Workmanship 25' Improper T for C

13. Overzealous

inspection (continued)

277

S B LR )



PERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

10. Change in Inspectors

Comments:
|
1. Need for Change Order  11. Lack of Coordination
. . Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the | :
. and Subcontractors
Start of Design | 12. Change ir the
3. Need for Addendum | Contrchor's
L. Poor Documentation ! Supe.visor
by Inspector —'13. co Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of ! the Method or Manner
Inspectors J of Performance
6. Absence of the '14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __! Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by ' Equipment _ —
Contractor ___: 15, Use of Improper
' Communication
8. c§2§§?§2§§es Frior | Channels by CO
. . I 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship I Performing Contractor
e |
|

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Duties

Kir failed do read

apecs. + Am‘ns:._a.s_a__tab_alg-

Comments: Kt

was exlyy

.,‘35t mortar coloring
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Page _J_

CASE
INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

of _| Pages

Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill .£

- _ '
ASBCA Case No. 2255 Date Case Heard %Q:ﬂ' 20.’. 1%
Name of Contractor \Woekinahouse Elesctric CocPorostion

Base _Eqlin , FL PageJNo. £5, 905 vol. No. 728-2

-’ L4
Paragraph No. 7 3,, %7/

CLAIM
SATEGORIES

Entitlement __.{_ Both E&Q ____.Dollar Amt. of Claim § ?:?,223.‘!0
Who won? Govt. Ktr / Amount of award $ M!A
Time Extension requested H!A (days) Awarded N/A (days)
Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ____ Civil ___ Struec V/
Area of the Country: ____ Days Required _____ MAJCOM: _AFSC
Size of Contract: $_ Q3,400 COE involvement Yes__ No_ ./
Type of Work (project): racandition Hrous formers
Type of Work (Claim): ' 2urface }g«;lpowud-c’on
1. Ambiguous Specs. ____: 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Speecs. __ | : Damages _ —_—
3. Con.licts in Specs. ___|I 15. Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation 1 His Authority —
el g s I 17. Inspector Improperly
3 R nor dedonivea | Re jecting Work R
6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspecto? Improperly
data in specs. _ | Directing Work .
7. Differing Site ! 19. Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work -

Conditions

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Praud, Latent Defects,

or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the ' . -
"Op Eq%al" area 21. CO Acting Improperly N 4
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
Work
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the

work site 24, Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection _

25. Improper T for C

i
l
!
i
|
!

knowledge —_1
!
i
|
!
i
! (continued)
!
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PERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: -De%fCQ o ?;_r—(brmaucz Rll{vu"ftd Lelyand K'dual

‘ 1
1. Need for Change Order ___, 11. Lack of Coordination
‘ _ Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the [ and Subcontractors | )

Start of Design
3. Need for Addendum
L

Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors —_—

6. Absence of the

— | 12. Change in the
Contractor's -
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in ‘
the Method or Manner
of Performance

14. Problems with

- Contractor's Supervisor ___ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
- Communication
8. Contractor ® Prios Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Dutles

9. Adversary Relationship

-1
|
1
T
|
|
1
i Equipment -
I
-
|
-1
— |
10. Change in Inspectors __ |

Additional Pertinent Pacts:

Comments:
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Page _) of _) Pages Lin &

CASE -
INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

CLAIM
SJATEGORIES

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

.

ASBCA Case No. 222290  Date Case Heard _|§ Ma\ ™A
Name of Contractor N\ MNenec: 02T CONILLYINC 4 Consyantenion Coah e

e Raunsocuou AER Troy Page No. 1aN™8O Vol. No. 18-2

Paragraph No. Jaasm

Entitlement Ny Both E&Q ____ Dollar Amt. of Claim $2n32.ay4

Who won? Govt. N _ Ktr Amount of award $_¢)
Time Extension requested _jj\p (days) Awarded _y\p - (days)

‘Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc

Area of the Country: MJusT Days Required plp MAJCOM: @Y(
Size of Contract: $.53 .00 COE involvement Yes__ No\y

Type of Work (project)s _cpisoucr’ 9 4ane l‘bm“l

TYPG of Work (Claim)i M%Ml g l
i mécad-

14, Improper Liquidated
Damages

15. Inspector-caused Delay

16. Inspector Acting Outside
His Authority

1. Ambiguous: Specs.
2. Omissions in Specs.
3. Conflicts in Specs.

L. Differences in
5
6

!
Interpretation |

R (P T L -
IR i Ubhnecting e 0
oo st /0 Ml wore
8. Changes in Specs. ::: 20. Frggdérgggegﬁrgggects.

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly ___

|
l
|
|
|
!
*Or Equal"” area :

10. Owner had superior | 22 Cowgiiecting Addt’l
|
|
|
|
!
|
|
!

knowledge

11. Pailure to give
access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection —_—

23. CO Improperly Rejecting
Work

2y, Improper T for D

25. Improper T for C

(continued)




Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : ) WWMHJ'W%M

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Insﬁectors

‘ {
1. Need for Change Order __ , 11. Lack of Coordination
' - Between the Contractor
2. PgiﬁrgrégeﬁigiZE the : and Subcontractors
12. Change in-the
3. Need for Addendum | Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation I Supexsvisor
by Inspector — ! 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of ! the Method or Manner
Inspectors {, I of Performance
ERTINENT | ¢ ansence of the. I'14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor ___ I Government-Furnished
PACTS I Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by quip R—
. Contractor :15 Use of Improper
Communication
8. Contractor's Prior
Experience : Channels by CO —_—
—_—
—_—

Additional pertinent Facts: Mdm ‘@M

Comments:
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Page _] of _Y4 Pages . Lin

CASE
 INFO

PROJECT
FEATURES

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill :r
ASBCA Case No. L2049 Date Case Heard A?r'c‘l 2'7,L7‘i78

Name of Contractor Donald Gooc\mq‘ﬂ—
Base Qgrgs%'fo“\,.'&ms Page No. [©24 Vol. No. 78 -]

Paragraph No. _ (>, 192

Entitlement ___ Both E&Q _y” Dollar Amt. of Claim $_19, 864.£0
Who won? Govt. Ktr  Anount of award $ 3','*9%.40
Time Extension requested (4 __(days) Awarded ¢ (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc _/
Area of the Country: ____ Days Required 120 MmajcoM: _TAC
Size of Contract: $_29, 1] COE involvement Yes__ No_p/
Type of Work (project): __ constcuct latrine Lacilities
Type of Work (Claim): '4ewgﬁshn’nj brick walle i

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection:

24, Improper T for D

25. Improper T for C

.(continued)

1. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. [ Damages -
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 12 Inspector-caused Delay
L. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside ]
Interpretation I His Authority —
$ ] I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described ! Re jecting Work —_
I 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech.
data in specs. : Directing Work —_—
19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site
"Conditions : Stopping Work , —_—
8. Changes in Specs. , 20 Frﬁgdér§§§e§§r2§§e°ts'
9. Challenges in the | B
"Or Equal” area | 21. CO Acting Improperly
1
10. Owner had superior | 22 COwDiiecting Addt'l
knowledge i 0 —
11. Failure to give i 23. Cowggﬁroperly Rejecting
|
|
|
|
I
!
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ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: ' Chamses

.

Comments:

| .
11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
" Contractor's
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
- Inspectors of Performance

1. Need for Change Order I
|
{
|
|
|
I
|
6. Absence of the : 14. Problems with
|
|
|
4
|
|
i
|

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum

3
4. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

Contractor's Supervisor — Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by

Contractor . 1 15, Use of Improper
8. Coniractor's Prior Communication

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties ,

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments : Qowt. '!'\S"&Q‘hf refused 4n allow Kkiér

S cud MasoAry unitg 4o proper size {ag wag

allowed ‘n K\
w brick walls needed 4o bo
_ cloamolished beocause blocks werg ovusl-z,o_c‘

Equipment —
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‘Lin
CASE_REVIEW FORM o mmn

Page _R of 1 Pages

ASBCA Case Nc. 22041 Date Case Heard Avpv:' 2'7',”78

Name of Contractor Q_Qgg,ld Qooclnhjh'l-
Base +ro Page No. 55;,52‘* Vol No. _78-1

L4
Paragraph No. Ajﬁgrlﬂil

. Entitlement ___ Both E&Q _// Dollar Amt. of Claim $_ 2,376

CASE
INFO Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of award $ }5
Time Extension requested / __(days) Awarded O - (days)
T Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc v
FROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required (20 MaJcoM: TAC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 2&,7«1! _ COE involvemenh Yes No v~
Type of Work (project): construct latrine. Ffacilifieg
Type of Work (Claim): ' ‘mstall wurinals o
1. Ambiguou518p¢cs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. ] Damages . . —
3. Conflicts in Specs. j 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in . I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! His Authority —
' I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of
CLAIM 5 the work desoribed ! Rejecting Work - —
CATEGORIES ' | 18. Inspector Improperly
S Iagsuiate vech: . Directing Work
| 19. Inspector Improperly '
1
7. Differing Site Stopping Work

Conditions
8. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal” area

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,:
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior
knowledge o Work -
11. Failure to give 23. Cowgggroperly Re jecting

access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection:

24, Improper T for D

| 1]

25. Improrer T for C

(continued)

e e e - e e e o - . -
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'ERTINENT
FACTS

Clalm Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Dela\;;

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum

4. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the

Contractor's Supervisor __

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

|
11. Lack of Coordination

Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

— | 12. Change in the

-
|
1
T
|
|
|
|
i
|
|
-
— |
—

Contractor's . :
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner

of Performance

14. Prodblems with
Government-Furnished

Equipment

15. Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
‘Performing Contractor
Duties

P&4v- ¢54243QF511 n 41:it023_

nmssa—w action;,

Comments Td&j dye do gh',!fg(ujg ol ueer.
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Page _3 of _H pPages ' Lin

CASE
INFO

'ROJECT
EATURES

CASE REVIEW FORM _ Bill o~

.

ASBCA Case No. __ 22049 Date Case Heard AP;}{ 27,1978
Name of Contractor __ Denald Goodnight

Base _Bergqotrem, Texas Page No. Gfl;él'_-l Vol. No. _18-]

O
Paragraph No. _ 3,192

Entitlement Both E&Q v/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ (see ddmz)
Who won? Govt. _ZC Ktr Amount of award $ 25

Time Extension requested 7 __(days) Awarded _7¢5 (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struec _V~
Area of the Country: Days Required (20 MAJCOM: _-TAC
Size of Contract: $__ 8,72l COE involvement: Yes No v~

Type of Work (project): __ construct latrine facilities
Type of Work (Claim): - faﬁn+- subnaltal

CLAIM
ATEGORIES

'12. Poor Workmanship

14. Improper Liquidated
- Damages

15. Inspector-caused Delay

16. Inspector Acting Outside
His Authority

17. Inspector Improperly
Re jecting Work

18. Inspector Improperly
Directing Work

19. Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Directing Addt'l

1. Ambiguous Srecs.
. Omissions in‘Specs.
Conflicts in Specs.

. Differences in
Interpretation

Impossibility of
the work described

Inaccurate tech.
- data in specs.

7. Differing Site
Conditions

8. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal" area

10. Owner had superior

.O\ Wn FwWNn

knowledze Work
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the

work site 24, Improper T for D

adi e I e T

25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: _C.O. A,oﬁnj__&gewly

I [

Comments:

JERTINENT
FACTS

)

. Need for Change Order

. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

Need for Addendum

Poor Documentation
by Inspector

Inexperience of
Inspectors

Absence of the

N

W

N \n

Contractor's Supervisor __

7. Poor Documentation by

Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship

10. Change in Inspectors
Additional Pertinent Facts:

I
—_ 1l. Lack of Coordination

Between the Contractor

I and Subcontractors

— 12, Change in the

! . Contractor's
I Supervisor

*13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

I

l

'14. Problems with

' Government-Furnished
| Equipment

| 15. Use of Improper

! Communication

| Channels by CO

1 16. Air Force Personnel
— Performing Contractor
] Duties

Problems with ;g.hm;ﬂd's

Comments:

288
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/ .

Page _'1 of 1 Pages Lin

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill :/

CASE
INFO

»

PROJECT
FEATURES

ASBCA Case No. _ 2RA049 - Date Case Heard Ajpr;! 27, 1978
Name of Contractor _ Donald Goodnight : '

Base 'Berqs‘\-row\'. Tetas Page No. _’_b!-_{'i;ﬂ Vol. No. __ 7% -l
Paragraph flo. l3r. 172 ,

Entitlement Both E&Q _/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_ N.Given

Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of .award $ Q
Time Extension requested __ 2% (days) Awarded d (days)

Design Disciplines Electr ____ Mech Civil Struc v~

Area of the Country: Days Required MaJcom: _TAC
Size of Contract: $__728, 72| COE involvements Yes__ No
Type of Work (project): cormiruct [(atvine -ra-tHo'-h'c._g

Type of Work (Claim): ' Fg%gzss‘ 'peuywm«l-s for work

7 CLAIM

CATEGORIES

O 0O =N N 0 FWN R

. Ambiguous: Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
. Omissions in Specs. i Damages ~ —
. Conflicts in Specs. { 15. Inspector-caused Delay
Differences in L 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! His Authority —
| 17. Inspector Improperly
Impossibility of
the work described ! Re jecting Work —_—
' I 18. Inspector Improperly
© IRagouate foch- | Directing Work
i 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differing Site Stopping Work

Conditions
Changes in Specs.

Challenges in the
"Or Equal”" area

10. Owner had super.for

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Directing Addt'l

knowledge Work . —_—
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection:

24, Improper T for D

| 1]

25. Improper T for C

(continued)

289

v
<




JERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: Chanqgts
’ J
Comments :
1. Need for Change Order ‘ 11. Lack of Coordination

N

9.

10. Change in Inspectors

Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

Adversary Relaticnship

|
[
|
! 12
3. Need for Addendum | *
4. Pcor Documentation I
by Inspector l13
5. Inexperience of !
Inspectors |
6. Absence of the 14
Contractor's Supervisor __|
7. Poor Documentation by '
Contractor . __las,
8. Contractor's Prior :
Experience
1 16.
|
I
|

Additional Pertinent Facts:

. Problems with

Government W\w

Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Msthod or Manner

of Performance

Government-Furnished
Equipment

Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Tecues,

Comments:

290.




Page | _of _| Pages ' Lin &~

CASE REVIEW FORM Bi1l __

CASE
INFO

»

PROJECT
FEATURES

ASBCA Case No. 1l Date Case Heard 3n MAR =R

Name of Contractor Py CrosY ArasS ASSOCIARTZE S alie,
Base e AEB ™) Page No. Jo=~3uy  Vol. No. =3g i
Paragraph No. | 3\1LS

Entitlement L~ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $1314 «
Who won? Govt. Ktr b~ Amount of award $_ , .~

Time Extension requested \p (days) Awarded \Zipn (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech‘'____ Civil ___ Struc .~
Area of the Country: DE Days Required _¥/4 MAJCOM: A EsSc
Size of Contract: $le¥LOSLS COE involvement Yes__ No_j—_

Type of Work (PrOJGCt)%@mmummﬂmnpm&_

Type of Work (Claim):s __QCoif DASTS SoR sSearnless FleoRs

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

14. Improper Liquidated
Damages

15. Inspect_c‘:r-céuéed Delay
16. Inspector Acting Outside

1. Ambiguous: Specs.

2. Omissiors in Specs.-
3. Conflicts in Specs.
L. Differences in

| K
|

Interpretation — His iuth;rity .
5. mpossiviiity o | M7 Ingbecter e
o gmommate teen. | 1% peter ey
7. Differing Site I 19. I“§£§§§2§31$2§§p°’1y o

Conditions
8. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal” area

10. Owner had superior

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22, CO Directing Addt'l

knowledge Work —_—
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection:

24, Improper T for D

|

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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N )

‘PERTINENT
, FACTS

i

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

P2 s

Comments : &)gm T araned 0eenlaiy doso) Lo dong sriog T imdicales

St L danz aante iy aldirered 0wl 2T o of cH2 #ATC w2 falli COY

1.
2.

= W

7.
8.

9.

10.

7 7
Need for Change Order

Poor Criteria at the’
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum
. Poor Documentation

by Inspector

. Inexperience of

Inspectors

. Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor ___

Poor Documentation by
Contractor

Contractor's Prior
Experience

Adversary Relationship
Change in Inspectors

—_
|
—_—
-
|
!
!
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
L
—_— |
R
|

11. Lack of Coordination

12. Change in the

1

1

[
\J\

1

3.

L.

6.

’ U claian ghd Lot

Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

Contractor’'s
Supervisor

CO Directs Change *n
the Method or [Manner
of Performance

Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments: .
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Page _| of _| Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM _ Bill :
ASBCA Case No. __ 21830 Date Case Heard Alpr;l \‘I/, 1913
Name of Contractor Yancey m’pcw‘.){
Base gea.le.;cu. Page No. cz 3/0  Vol. No. _79-1
Paragraph No. )3#3 b
GASE Ertitlement _/ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $_%0, ¥24
INFO Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of award $ d
Time Extinsion requested N/A__(days) Awarded N/A (days)
»
Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc v
FROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: SAC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 202',260 COE involvement Yes_ No
Type of Work (project): _remove, whinales + inctall siding
Type of Work (Claim): ' an,fﬁ 5&;&1% lee .
I -
1. Ambiguous. Specs. V4 | 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. I Damages —_—
3. Conflicts in Specs. j 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! His Authority —_—
. 293 n I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of .
CLAIM 3 t}r;e work degcribed ! Re jecting Work _
CATEGORIES | 18. Inspector Improperly
_ 6._Ig:%gu§gtgp:§gl?. I - Directing Work
I 19. Inspector Improperl
. Differing Site : y
7 Condit?%ns ! Stopping Werk —
| 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
s' g}}':a;fes in ipe::' —_— or éross Errors
. Challenges in the .
"Or Egigzal" area : 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior I 22. Colelr{'ectmg Addt'l
- knowledge I or _
11. Failure to give i 23. COWImiroperly Re jecting
access to the | wor —
work site . | 24. Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship [ 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I
inspection | (continued)
1




~ PERTINENT
. FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

|
1. Need for Change Order ___

2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design

. Need for Addendum

3
L. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor ___

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Expe—rience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

-
|
|
T
|
!
!
!
I
-
|
= 1
—_—
—

Additional Pertinent Facts:

11l. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

= !12. change in the

Contractor's
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

14. Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

15. Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

16. Air Force Personnel
Performing Contractor
Duties

' )ebr Failead do males

Comments:

mguicy m_au_-ns_nmmniy
-z
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—

Page ) _of _{ Pages

CASE
INFO

L 4

PROJECT
FEATURES

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill
ASBCA Case No. 22349 Date Case Heard 1™ Fz o 38

Name of Contra.ior Egauk wwymuneze Couvstrucniogy Co
Base | \F®(5 DER sy Page No. 1337301 Vol. No. 8-
Paragraph No. 13039

Entitlement _~ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $_5n Alo. il
Who won? Govt. ___ Ktr _« Amount of award $_,:la
Time Extension requested Pla  (days) Awarded ¥/la  (days)

Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech Civil Struc i~
Area of the Country: Mdues Days Required MAJCOM: AYYQ,
Size of Contract: $ 354 34n COE involvement Yes_p~No

Type of Work (project): gonsreic-r muuade mans
Type of Work (Claim):ie,sau

CLAIM

CATEGORIES

LANMTIR DEATH [TW) T3
1. Ambiguous Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidé.ted
Damages —

2. Omissions in Spees. ___ |
3. Conflicts in Specs.
I., Differences in

15. Inspector-caused Delay

16. Inspector Acting Outside
~His Authority

|
|
Interpretation , |
I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described | Re jecting Work —_—
| 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech. A
data in specs. : Directing Work —_—
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions : Stopping Work —_—
8. Changes in Specs. _— 20. Frggdérggzegﬁrgigects.
9. Challenges in the | _ -
"Or Equal” area _ 21. CO Acting Improperly -
10. Owner had superior | 22. CowDiiecting Addt'1
knowledge —_ or —_
11. Failure to give I 23. COwImiroperly Re jecting
access to the I or —_
work site e 24, Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship | 25. Improper T for G
13. Overzealous !
inspection ! (continued)
]
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Claim Categories(contd..)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: ) 4ndWm vrmb Loy work widlefares] —cand < istud Azcrn
frtin TR fT g ZoT » 7 :
v : :
1. Need for Change Order  11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design | and Subcontractors
3. Need for Addendum | 12. ngg%:aégo:?:
L. Poor Documentation ! Supervisor
by Inspector P 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of | the Method or Manner
Inspectors ! of Performance
FERTINENT | 4, Absence of the . ! 14. Problems with
PACTS Contractor's Supervisor __! Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by ! Equipment —
. Contractor : :15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience : | Channels by CO —_—
S. Adversary Relationship I 16. Aégrgggﬁgnzegzggﬁgétor
10. Change in Inspectors ___| Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: : |
Comments:
296
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CASE
INFO

L g

?ROJECT
‘EATURES

Page _| of _| Pages Lin

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill o~

ASBCA Case No. _R2&17R Date Case Heard No\) 33 ‘77

Name of Contractor R+G Roo\cmq Co., Tne.

Base __ Maxwell , AL Page No. 62,671 Vol. No. _78~

Paragraph No. ! 12,819

Entitlement _/ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_Z0, 389

Who won? Govt. _/  Ktr Amount of award $ __N/A

Time Extension requested N'/A (days) Awarded 'n,/A (days)

Design Disciplines Electr ___ Mech ___ Civil ___ Struc _/

Area of the Country: Days Required ____ MAJCOM: _ ATC

Size of Contract: $ ;z/wo COE involvement Yes__ No

v

Type of Work (project): . mmacmq wise . bldgs.
Type of Work (Claim): sheet wetal wo rik

CLAIM
'ATEGORIES

O W O TwN R

- Ambiguous Specs. _Z : 14. Improper Liquidated

. Omissions in Specs. I Damages

. Conflicts in Specs. _._ | 15 Inspector-caused Delay

. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation 4 ! His Authority

s | 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of | Re jecting Work

the work described
18. Inspector Improperly
. Inaccurate tech. Directing Work

data in specs.
19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site Stopping Work

Conditions '
20. Fraud, Latent Defects
8. Changes in Specs. —_l or Gross Errors '
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior 22. CowDi;ecting Adat'l
knowledge or
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection (continued)

24, Improper T for D

|
|
I
|
I
|
|

"Or Equal”" area [
|
|
|
|
|
: 25. Improper T for C
[

| 1]




PEacI.ENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

|
1. Need for Change Order  11. Lack of Coordination
' Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the |

Start of Design | and Subcontractors
. 1. Change in the

3. Need for Addendum i Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation | Supervisor -
by Inspector —113. €O Directs Change 1

5. Inexperience of | the Method or Manner
Inspectors ! of Performance

6. Absence of the ''14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ ! = Government-Furnished .

7. Poor Documentation by ' Equipment —_—
Contractor . : 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience : : Channels by CQ -

1 [ ] F
9. Adversary Relationship —_— 16 Aggrfg:;gngegggggzitor
10. Change in Inspecturs | Duties

.
(4 . -

Additional Pertinent Factco:
' ¢concerming  ¢confusion.

Comments 1 2 pse of the desh in spess, oyt :
"

Kir -H\o%h% W acamt “suad " when
it weamt™ "o lucive”
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A' \"—/ ............
Page _) of ! Pages ' . Lin _«—
CASE REVIEW FQRM | Bill ___
ASBCA Case No. 218G 5 | Date Case Hgard W30 W8P 3t

Name of Contractor Psegy's aSreivecsr Co
Base ‘taacrunny D i Page No. 1502315 Vol. No. 31712
Paragraph No. JQ%0% '

CASE Entitlement _~ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 30 1%
Who won? Govt. _V_ Ktr ___ Amount of award $_,5ip

INFO
Time Extension requested pip (daxsz Awarded i1 n (days)

~

Design Discipline: Electr _J Mech ___ Civil ____ Struc

PROJECT Area of the Country: MdyuTDays Required N/@ MAJCOM: aYe.
FEATURES Size of Contract: $_ 11k COE involvements Yes___No

Type of Work (project):R .

Type of Work (Claim): 383 ook Yo ,
Beontance
1. Ambiguous Specs. : 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. i Damages —_
3. Conflicts in Specs. t 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation N His Authority —_—
I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of
CLAIM > tgg work degcribed I Re Jecting Work —_—
SATEGORIES| ¢. rnaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
_ data in specs. Directing Work
. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
7 Conditions Stopping Work —_
i 20, Fraud, Latent Defects
8. g:agfes in Specs. or Gross Errors ’ -
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly —

“Oy Equal” area

10. Owner had superior

22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge —_

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
i
: Work
I
|
|
l
|
|
]

23. CO Improperly Rejecting
Work

24, Improper T for D

11. Failure to give
access to the
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.) '

Additional Claim Categries: &ww&%

egndodintpennesngndy
Comments : A@M WM% Latay Aopeled d-

|
1. Need for Change Order ___; 11. Lack of Coordination
- ' Between the Contractor
«. Poor Criteria at the | and Subcontractors

Start of Design
Need for Addendum

Poor Documentation
by Inspector

— | 12. Change in the
Contractor's

£ W

Supervisor ' o

13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors - of Performance

1
H
|
l
1
6. Absence of the : 14. Problems with
|
|
N
I

JERTINENT
PACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by —
Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience ! Channels by CO —_—
9. Adversary Relationship I 16. A%:‘rggggnzegggg?:itor
10. Change in Inspectors | Duties :
Additional Pertinent Facts: MWM
W 4
Comments:
300
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s : , _
Page _) of _| Pages : _ Lin _
. | CASE REVIEW FORM Bill /
ASBCA Case No. /432 Date Case Heard Sept 20’ ‘77
Name of Contractor CYR.  Congiruchion Co. '
Base Lor-mLz Maine  Page No. _62,052 Vol. No. _77 Z
Paragraph No— _/ Z 27!
CASE Entitlement v Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 5: , 000
INFO Who won? Govt. / Ktr Amount of award $_ A !A
Time Extension requested Al{d (days) Awarded (days)
: Design Discipline: Electr ¥/ Mech ___ Civil __ Struc
ROJECT | prea of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: _,54C
EATURES ™1 ~§ize of Contract: $__N.G. COE involvement: Yes_y/ No
Type of Work (project): _ yehabilitation of alrmen dorm s
Type of Work (Claim): ‘ electweal worle .
1. Ambiguous: Specs. __: 14, Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. | Damages -
3. Conflicts in Specs. { 15. Inspector-caused Delay —
. Differences i | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretatign | His Authority —
s I 17. Inspector Improperly
. Impossibility of
SLAIM > t}I;e work degcribed | Re jecting Work . P
ATEGORIES I 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Ig:%gui;t:nggl?' | Directing Work
| 19. Inspector Improperly’
. Differi Sit
7 Condit?%ns ® { Stopping Work . —_—
— | 20, Fraud, Latent Defects
8. C:anges in Specs. - or Gross Errors ' -
9. Cosipness,in the __ ) 21, 00 Acting Inproperly 7
10. Owner had superior ' 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge | Work : —_
11. Failure to give i 23. COwImiroperly Re jecting
access to the | or —_—
work site e 24. Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship 1 25. Improper T for C .
13. Overzealous !
inspection | (continued)
l
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ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(cohtd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

co Imjp_ﬂ_’e_*—_f'_y_‘&&iﬂs_ﬂehfmﬁi___

|
1. Need for Change Order ___

2. Poor Criteria at the |
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum

4. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

1

[
|

|

[

6. Absence of the |
Contractor's Supervisor ___ :
|

1

|

7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor

8. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship -1
10. Change in Inspectors

— |
Additional Pertinent Facts: :

11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

— ! 12. Change in the

Contractor’'s
Supervisor

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance :

‘14. Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

15. Use of Improper
Communication
Channels by CO

| 16. Air Force Personnel

Performing Contractor
Duties

W ?mom\g,! Fn'nh,

Comments:

—1)1ad>»

..
SRRV




1

Page | of _3 Pages e
€ CASE REVIEW FORM .
_ e ‘ Bill
ASBCA Case 'No. Q054 < Date Case Heard G ali1 ™™

Name of Contractor I wagivin CGsicrear. Conlgnaciprs  Sic
Base Yregqatpom AER.Yix Page No. 1;1338 Vol. No. ~~%.9
Paragraph No. jg9~m™

Entitlement \/ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $22.31.9.99

Who won? Govt. v~ Ktr ___ Amount of award $_ _A
Time Extension requested p)a (days) Awarded j\p  (days)

CASE
INFO

Design Discipline: Electr ____ Mech ___ Civil ____ Struc _y~

\ FROJECT Area of the Country: Mi#ual Days Required _“/R MAJCOM: ypc
\ FEATURES Size of Contract: $3992 510 COE involvement Yes_,.~ No_

Type of Work (project): Canstgucy A Comemissary \TTORE
- Type of Work (Claim):Rnumine arlonecreyz Masonsgy ot 1nalls

1. Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

data in specs.

7 Differing Site
Conditions

8. Changes in Specs.

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal” area

10. Owner had superior

I
2. Omissions in Specs. —: Damages _
3. Conflicts in Spees. I! 15. Inspector-caused Delay
SR N Bt
cLame | 5 Mpossibility of T R e
CATEGORIES| . Inaccurate tech. _: 18. Ingf:::gﬁngmagggerly _
i ,

19. Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Directing Addt'l

- knowledge Work -
11. Pailure to give 23. COwImlp;roperly Rejecting
access to the: or : —_—
work site _ 24, Improper T for D -
12. Poor Workmanship _ 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous

inspection (continued)
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’ERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: 3 ) Both A5 .  qov ' T sl Hang ‘v a epe flLel =705 Xclamg
AL LT v 4 —7 v

* 5. Inexperience of

v

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum

L., Poor Documentation
by Inspector

|
ll Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Chang° in the
Contractor's
Supervisor —_—

13. CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner

Inspectors of Performance

— |
)
— |
|
[
|
l
|
6. Absence of the |'14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor _": Government-Furnished
|
|
|
/1
—

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment —_—

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
Communication

8. Contractor's Prior

Experience . Channels by CO —_—
s Pe e
9. Adversary Relationship 1 Aégrgggging gg:ggaétor
10. Change in Inspectors —1 Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: '4)’5 Frm f@ld&ﬂ}

ealoit amlpcas Pl T M?@.{
Comments: : o.%u,é:n Z%JM W
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Page 3 oI

CASE
INFO

-~

PROJECT
FEATURES

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

Lin &<
Bill ___

Pages :
CASE REVIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. unguy Date Case Heard 09 alisr ™%
Name of Contractor s} Lpenim iy KYR sdnoe.

Page No. 1118 Vol. No. 3. Q

Paragraph No.

e §5gnqﬁmom X

X

Entitlement _~~ Both E&Q ____

Who won? Govt.
Time Extension requested _s

v Ktr

Dollar Amt.

Amount of award $
(days) Awarded e

of Claim $ 25 12O

(days)

Design Discipline: Electr
of the Country: Midsaf Days Required #/A  MAJCOM: YaC.
of Contract: $ 3, 292, %0

Area
-Size

Mech

~Civil Struc

COE involvement: Yes_«~No

ConddTu it & Commudgery g

Type of Work (proJect)
Type of Work (Claim)s Luuzanznxz&L_£maA_L;cuux4¢nu114¢nnnnzzn§
. I
1. Ambiguous Specs. | 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. i Damages . 137
3. Conflicts in Specs. | 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in | 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! His Authority —
ca s I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of it .
the work described ! _ Re jecting Work —_—
6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Ingyectz? Imaroperly
data in specs. I irecting Work _
. . I 19. Inspector Improperl
7. Differing Site 0 perly
Conditions : Stopping Work  —
_ . 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
g' g:a:fes in Speci. —_ or Gross Errors ’
. allenges in the .
"or Eg%aln aroa : 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior ! 22. COleiectlng Adds’l
. knowledge | or R
11. Failure to give I 23. COwImiroperly Re jecting
access to the i or S
work site ‘ | 24. Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship ] 25. Improper T for C )
13. Overzealous !
inspection ! (continued)
' .
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PERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

Need for Change Order
2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design
3. Need for Addendum
L. Poor Documentation
by Inspector —
5. Inexperience of
Inspectors
6. Absence of the
Contractor's Supervisor __
7. Poor Documentation by
Contractor
8. Contractor's Prior '
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts:

. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

CO Directs Change in
the Method or Manner
of Performance

. Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

Use of Improper
Communication
Channels dy CO

16. Air Force Personn:l
Performing Contractor
Duties

Commenzm ﬂqﬂa&%‘%@ -aZ'a e,
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Page ,3 of .3 Pages

CASE
INFO

-~

PROJECT
FEATURES

\

CASE REVIEW FORM

Lin
Bill ___

ASBCA Case No. @iﬂgﬁau.m_‘_
Name of Contractor N

Date Case Heard 29 Ju/ 77
i Hetg ofmes

Base fersebriom 7K

Paragraph %o. 193173

Page No. w1118 Vol. No. 1.2

Entitlement _»/, _ Both E&Q

Dollar Amt. of Claim $_//m

Who won? Govt. »— Ktr Amount of award $ M)A
Time Extension requested _ 4| (days) Awarded O _ (days)
Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc 'yfA

Area of the Country: Mduest Days Required N5O_ MAJCOM: YacC
COE involvements Yes_+«—No

Size of Contract: $ O,

292,%10

Type of Work (project): fansypucy A Comenuasaey

Type of Work (Claim): snagiuss Tinaal ,,,DE MACALIARE gjm“mmni
QSu_pp\\t.E.s

- CLAIM
CATEGORIES

b

».Ambiguous Specs.
. Omissions in Specs.
. Confliets in Specs.

Differences in
Interpretation

. Impossibility of
the work described

. Inaccurate tech.
data in specs.

. Differing Site
Conditions

. Changes in Specs.

. Challenges in the
"Or Equal”™ area

10. Owner had superior
knowledge

11. Failure to give
access to the:
work site

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

[« NIV U I W VR

O o =N

__, 4.
—_—!
15.
16.

17.
T 1 18,
119,
___’ 20.
21.
22,

23.
24,
25.

Improper Liquidated
Damages

Inspector-caused Delay

Inspector Acting Outside
His Authority

Inspector Improperly
Re jesting Work

Inspector Improperly
Directing Work

Inspector Improperly
Stopping Work

Fraud, Latent Defécts.
or Gross Errors

CO Acting Improperly

CO Directing Addt'l
Work

CO Improperly Rejecting
Work

Improper T for D

Improper T for C

(continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.) - N
Additional Claim Categries: jié-;g(‘di t WW
Comments:
}
1. Need for Change Order — 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the ]
LG T ), SR
3. Need for Addendum l Contractor's
L. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector —! 13. CO Directs Change in '
5. Inexperience of T the Method or Manner
Inspeptors | of Performance
FERTINENT | ¢, Absence of the I'14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ ! Government-Furnished
FACTS ] Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by quip N—
Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience : ) Channels by CO —
: 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship __, Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors ! Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: /& Firm Wf%‘q
[ 4 . L4
ald@w—fd met W«?&‘ Loudl
Comm nts:. .
308
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CASE REVIEW FORM

r ASBCA Case No.

21411 Date Case Heard _ July 17 /777
Name of Contractor _Spencer + Jones General Contractors
Base _ George , Calif Page No. _6l, 434 vol. No. _777-2

Paragraph No) . 1,673

Entitlement _/ Both E%Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_#174%. 28

CASE
INFO Who won? Govt. _,é Ktr Amount of award $__ N ! A
Time Extension requested N’/A (days) Awarded N!A (days)
: Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech Civil _/ Strue
PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Réquired MAJCOM: _ TAC
.FEATURES | gize of Contract: $ ‘;I‘N ' COE involvement: Yes_  No_y/
Type of Work (project): construct Hruck wachvmel
Type of Work (Claim): g_ipka.l%— a\rivgwq.)/ .
1. Ambiguous: Specs. _: 1u Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. I y Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. /1 15.! Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in | 16 Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation | . His Authority —_—
I 17. Inspector Improperly
_ . Impossibility of
CLAIM > the work d:gcribed ! - Rejecting Work —
CATEGORIES | 18. Inspecto:r Improperly
. 6. Inaccurate tech. | T Directing Hork
I 19. Inspector Improperly
. Differi i
7 Conceli.t?gng te i Stopping Work -
I 20. Fraud, Latent Defects
8. Changes in Specs. or Gross Errors ’
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal” area
10. Owner had superior

22. CO Directing Addt'l

knowledge Work —_—
11. Failure to give 23. Cowg;niroperly Re jecting

access to the.
work site

12. Poor WOrkmanshiia-

13. Overzealous
inspection

24, Improper T for D

N

25. Improper T for C

(continued)
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ERTINENT
PACTS

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:
Comments:
. | —_
1. Need for Change Order ___, 11. Lack of Coordination -
. Between the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the i .
Start of Design . and Subcontractors
. 12. Change in the
3. Need for Addendum | Contractor's
L. Poor Documentation ! Supervisor
by Inspector —'13. co Directs Change in .
5. Inexperience of - the Method or Manner
Inspectors | of Performance
6. Absence of the 14, Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ | Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by ! Equipment S—
Contractor :15 Use of Improper
Ccrmunication
8. Contractor's Prior
Experience : .. Channels by CO S
16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship ___, Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors | " Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: 'Ind_}m{-@r SH-J_ Inves\'\ antion, o
Kir Ffailed + CIM"FV amblth{ gw&- nes I o
Comments wi or v “'}
inew drai + not v
1o Specs. Ty
: \". i
S
- .g\i>
B
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Page _f of _[ Pages

~\\ T - N a ) -
Lin _~

CASE REVIEW FORM : ‘ Bill

ASBCA Case No. Date Case Heard 22 Ning 1

Name of Contractor Depep.ciK ¢ Jgé'\'\?/\c, C/O
Base o) Qﬁ:i <. Page No. (oIS Vol. No. 1 J=>

Paragraph No.

CASE
INFO

Entitlement Both E&Q _/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $4Q il IS

Who won? Govt. -/ Ktr ___  Amount of awzxd $-N22.0(n
Time Extension requested "‘//I‘} ~(days) Awarded /g (days)

L 4

PROJECT

FEATURES

Civil ___ Struc

Design Discipline: Electr AgffMéch —
Area of the Country: ié_ Days Required MAJCOM: _TRAC.
Size of Contract: $ i~é§'“(1:) COE involvemenh Yes NOJZ::
Type of Work (project): %MJW%
Type of Work (Claim): 101 /000(6\59&%1/14737

CLIM

- CATEGORIES

. Improper Liquidated

1.. Ambiguous: Specs.
Damages

2. Omissions in Specs. : |

3. Conflicts in Specs. __| 15. Inspector-caused Delay

o opigterences tn | 6 Impecior lotins oweite
5. Dmpossibility of 1 0 MRijecting Work o __
S TR e I eeting ho Y __
?. Differing Site 19. Inggg;;gg I‘&‘ﬁiﬁpeﬂ v _

Conditions
20, PFraud, lLatent Defects,

or Gross Errors

8. Changes in Specs.

9. Cngilggﬁzinigrgge 21. CO Acting Improperly
22. CO Dirscting Addt'l

knowledge ‘
11. Failure to give 23. Cowggiroperly Re jecting

access to the:
work site 2y, Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship

13. Overzealous
inspection

25. Improper T for C

(continued)

|
|
f
1
|
{
|
|
10. Owner had superior : Work
i
|
|
|
|
1
|

311




PERTINENT
FACTS

Claim Categor;es(contd )
Additional Claim Categries:

Crailpu e chanae

Con}ments: M5 chouma codli tiseccalid wnTh VECPMAWMw/% .

waa e T Lon C)

1. Need for Change Order

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum
L

. Poor Documentation
by Inspector

5. Inexperience of
Inspectors

6. Absence of the

Contractor's Supervisor _

7. Poor Documentaticn by
Contractor :

€. Contractor's Prior
Experience

9. Adversary Relationship
10. Change in Inspectors

Additional Pertinent Facts: lgaaﬁguuiﬂxZ(4&9«0#1&{uh:&u&ZhuJ

udmittal

|

—_ 11. Lack of Coordination

| Between the Contractor
and Subcontractors

— | 12. Change in the
Contractor's
Supervisor

-1

|

—! 13. CO Directs Change in

' the Method or Manner
! of Performance
|

)

|

}

14. Problems with
Government-Furnished
Equipment

15. Use of Improper )
Communication
Channels by CO

I
| 16. Air Force Personnel
—_— Performing Contractor
1 Duties

Comments:

Sucrllpoua srelre WM«&%«”@

dora T Len S

_"Aagéuaiﬁb%L//é%;? g 2d2d)

C&dzzaAZhn;kuoéégyﬁ*Ahmcv(5?0;¢f74¥4(¢avmuuaidﬁ¢%;

M@%ﬁ

|

\
\
I

oot
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Lin

rage _|_ OI _ec rages S .
ASBCA Case No. 20/63 Date Case Heard May ‘/, /9277

Name of Contractor Sherkdale C"’S"rnc/-f'on, Cp/rP-

Base Maed: |l (L Page No. /ag,g‘lz Vol. No. ’72-2
Paragraph No. _/2,55 3

CASE
INFO

Entitlement  Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ Z{, 392./7
Who won? Govt. J Kir ___ .Amount of award $___ N/4

Time Extension requested _#® 74 (days) Awarded N/A (days)

PROJECT
FEATURES

Design Discipline: Electr ___ Mech ____ Civil _0{ Struc

Area of the Country: Days Required /80 mascoM: __TAC
Siz- of Contract: $ é’f 787  COE involvement Yes__ No_

Type of Work (project): __ repai~ \fqh%nq s_vg-k_m
Type of Work (Claim): ‘ {,._._q_.lls J-Eqr- dr«lnqyg

CLAIM
CATEGORIES

14. Improper Liquidated

1. Ambiguous Specs.
Damages

2. Omissions in Specs. _ | —
3. Conflicts in Specs. 12 Inspector-caused Delay —_—
4. Differences in 1 Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation 1 His Authority C —
I 17. Inspector Improperly
5. Impossibility of
the work described f Re jecting Work —_
I 18. Inspector Improperly
6. Inaccurate tech.
2. Differirg Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions -Zﬁ: Stopping Work ——
20. Fraud, Latent Defects,,
:' g:a:fes in ipe::' —1 or Gross Errors ' _
. Challenges in the |
0> Equal" area —_ 21. CO Acting Improperly | —
10. Owner had superior | 22. CowDiﬁecting Addt'l
knowledge —_ or —_—
11. Failure to give | 23. CowImEroperly Re jecting
access to the: I or
work site = 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship —_

13. Overzealous
inspection

25. Improper T for C

(continued)




Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

|
11l. Lack of Coordination

1. Need for Change Ordes
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum
L. Poor Documentation

and Subcontractors

12. Change in the
e Contractor's

Supervisor

by Inspector — 13, co Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Inspectors 1 of Performance
[
|
|
|
|
|

ERTINENT | ¢, Absence of the 14. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation b Equipment —_
. Contractor o 15. Use of Improper
' Communication
8. Contractor's Prior
Experience ! Channels by CO -
9. Adversary Relationship | I 16. A%:rggggingegggggggtor
10. Change in Inspectors | Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: 'Inaa‘e_% \A&'l'g 5\'}5 ;n{lgsi-?adw;q
Comments:
314
20/07
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Page _& or oL Pages

Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill ,

ASBCA Case No. AXO3 Date Case Heard Ma.y 5‘, 1977 !

Name of Contractor Sherkdale Construc tron Cc,f;,o.
Base Maca/"l/, FL _ Page No. 60‘81’7 Vol. No. 27-2
Paragraph No. __/%,553

Entitlement _,~ Both E&Q ___ Dollar Amt. of Claim $__ 3/74

GASE
INFO Who won? Govt. _¢ Ktr Amount of award $ N'[A
Time Extension requested }5/4- (days) Avarded (days)
. '
. Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil / Strue i
PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required /o majcom: TAC, .
FEATURES | Size of Contract: $ 87,, 787 COE involvement Yes No_¢/ '

Type of Work (project): ' vf'ﬂ-'fﬂ-"r' l":!"'*'nj S’/yS*e.m. ;

Type of Work (Claim): : 4

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. ___: 14. Improper Liquidated. A

2. Omissions in Specs. I Demages O '

3. Conflicts in Specs. | lg' Inspec#or-cau?ed Delayd

L. Differences in I 16. InsPector Acting Outside
Interpretation ! His Authority —_ P

. I 17. Inspector Improperly &
5. Impossibility of ‘
CLAIM the work described I . Re jecting Work S
SATEGORIES| ¢. Tnaccurate tech. | 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. : Directing Work -
19. Inspector Improperly
- 7. Differing Site o
Conditions _: Stopping Work .
20. Fraud, Latent Defects )
: : gza:fes in Spec:. —1 or Gross Errors ’ ///
. allenges in the | R
"Or Equal" area | 21. CO Acting Improperly .
- knowledge I or. —_

11. Failure to give | 23. COwImII{)roperly Re jecting e
access to the: | or —_— \
work site . | 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship | I 25. Improper T for C .

13. Overzealous I j

inspection | (continued)
]
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— |
|
— |
— Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation | Supervisor
by Inspector , — 13. CO Directs Change in
: 5. Inexperience of ' 3 the Method or Manner
. Inspectors : ! of Performance
FERTINENT | ¢ ansence of the I 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor ! Government-Furnished
FACTS | Equipment
7. Poor Documen“ation by 9 . —
. Contractor : 15. Use of Improper
Communication
8. et eore® T ior 1 Channels by CO .
1 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship __| Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors 1 Duties v
Additional Pertinent Facts: | ihr mals mat
i
Comments : pduyq J ue o
 Foilure 4w 6rdev wnat'le in
$ivmely muﬂh-«r
/ 2. Treuble. o/ supylierg
<, Beui __g&*hdnL
¢, resdrichions F_Oseo\ ,Oq
base ops
316

3.

Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

~—
~

/.
Claim Categories(contd.) /A_
Additional Claim Categries: ALDQLfyS -
Comments : !
1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination f}f
2. Boor Criteris at the and Subcontractors C o
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APPENDIX E

CASE INFORMATION, PROJECT FEATURES, CLAIM CATEGORIES
AND PERTINENT FACTS RESULTING FROM THE DATA COLLECTION STEP
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e e cmmn. s » .

— eecmtetate W

A. Case Information

10

2.
3.
4.

Basis of decislon (entitlement/both entitlement
and quantum)

Case outcome (government or contractor won case)
Amount of claim ($)

Amount of award ($)

B. ProJect Featuren

ﬁesign disn ¢line
Area of the country
Major command

Size of contract ($)
Type of work (project)
Type of work (claim)

C. Claim Categories

Delays

Ainbiguous specifications

Omisslons in specirfications

Confllicts in specifications

Degree of performance required was beyond contrac-
tual requirements

Constructive change occurred

" Contracting officer (CO) improperly rejecting work

¥ These 1tems were not on the case review form.

They were added as "additional items."

318




«*

D.

%9,
10. -

11.
*#12,
*#13.
*1y,
*15.

16.

Government failed to give access to the work site or
provide utility service

Errors in design |

Differing site condifibns

Inspector acting outside his.authority

co impréperly withholding payment

Misunderstanding of a submittal

O?érzealous inspection

Nontimely performance of contractor duties

CO acting improperly

Pertinent Facts

1.

* 2,

. * 3.

* 4,

. ..

6.
7.
* 8,
9.
#10.

11.

12.

Poor workmanship

Delay in asserting a disagreement during performance

.Inadequate site investigation

Fallure by contractor to read ccntract documents
adequately

Incorrect sampling procedures

Inexperience of inspectors

Poor documentation byvinspectors

Change 1in COs durlng project

Use of improper communication channels by CO‘
Contractor personnel problems |

Lack of coordination between contractor and sub-~
contractors

Contractor's previous experience

319




*13.
*14,
'15.
*16.

17.
%18,
*19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24,

Contractor reliance on trade practice as a guide
Problems with wafranty work ’

Contractor falled to clarify patent ambiguities
Government falled to perform services stated in
contract

Absence of contractor's supervisor

Problems with submittals

Contractor delayed in taking necessary action
Contractor underestimated size of contract

Change of contractor's supervisors

‘Change in inspectors

Adversary relatlionship between contractor and
government

Problems with additive or bid schedule

320




APPENDIX F
VARIABLE CODE LIST
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N

‘Analysis Factor

Code Code Subcategory
1 Basis of Decision 1 Area of the
Country: North-
2 Claim Category east U.S.
3 Design Discipline 2 Area of the ,
Country: South-
y Area of the Country east U.S.
5 Major Command 3 Area of the
. Country: Midwest
6 Type of Work (Project) U.s.
7 Amount of Claim 4y Area of the .
' Country: West |
8 Award Amount U.s.
9 Size of Contract 1 Major Command
(MAJCOM): TAC
Code Subcategory 2 MAJCOM: SAC
1 Basis of Decision: 3 MAJCOM: MAC K
Entitlement _ |
4 MAJCOM: Other !
2 Basis of Decision: o
Entitlement + Quantum 1 Type of Work ;
(Project): New'
1 Claim Outcome: Construction =
Contractor Won
. 2 Type of Work
2 Claim Outcome: (Project):
Government Won Additions
1 Design Discipline: 3 - Type of Work
Electrical (Project):
Alterations
2 Design Discipline:
Mechanical 4 Type of Work
(Project):
3 Design Discipline: Repairs
Civil :
1 Claim Amount less
by Design Discipline: than $5000
Structural
322




31ze of Contract Between

Differing Site Conditilons

Ambiguous Specifications

Code = Subcategory
2 Claim Amount Betweeh
$5,000 and $20,000
3 Claim Amount Between
$20,000 and $50,000
4 Claim Amount Over
$50,000
1 Award Amount Less
Than $1,000
2 Award Amount Between
$1,000 and $10,000
3 'Award Amount Over
$10,000 |
1l Size of Contract
Less Than $100,000
2
$100,000 and $1 Million
3 Size of Contract Over
$1 Million
Code Claim Category
1 Delays
2 Error in Design
3
4 Changes
5
6 Omissions or Conflicts
in Specifications
7 Contracting Officer

Acting Improperly

323

Code

10

Pertinent Facts

' No Pertinent Facts.

Contractor Failure
to Read the Con-
trac. Documents
Adequately

' Inadequate Site

Investigation

'Contract Delay

in Taking Neces-
sary Actions

Céntractor Prob-
lems with Additives
or iBid Schedule

Contractor Under-
estimated the Size
of the Job

Problems with
Warranty Work

" Government

Management

Contractor Manage-
ment Activities

.Contractor Reliance

on Previous Exper-

lence or Trade

Practice as a
Guide

Problems with
Submittals
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APPENDIX G

FULL TITLES FOR CODES USED IN COMPUTER '

324
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Code Name

ADDITIVE
ADDTN
ALTER.
AMBIG
BOTH
CHANGES
CIVIL
COPROB
DELAY
DIFFSC
ELEC
ENTLMT
ERROR
FAILREAD

FR1T10T
FR5T20T

- FR20TSOT

FR100T1M

GOVT
GOVTMGT
KTR .
KTRDELAY
MECH .
KTREXP
KTRMGT
MIDWEST
MAC

NE
NEWCONST
NONE

OMISS
OTHER
OVER10T
OVERS0T
OVERIMIL
REPAIR

STRUC
SUBMITTAL
TAC

Full Title

Additive .

Additions Projects

Alterations Projects

Ambiguous Speciflcation Claims
Both Entitlement and Quantum
Changes Claims

Civil Engineering Projects
Contracting Officer Problem Claims
Delay Claims

Differing Site Conditions

‘Electric Engineering Projects

Entitlement Only

Error Claims

Fallure of Contractor to Read Speci-
fications Adequately

Award Amounts from $1,000 to $10 000

Claim Amounts froam $5,000 to 320 000

Claim Amounts from $20 000 to $50 000

Contract Size from $100 000 to $2
Million

Government Won Cases

Government Management-Related Problems

Contractor Won Cases

Contractor Caused Delays

Mechanical Engineering Projects

Contractor's Experience

Contractor Management-Related Problems

Projects in Midwestern United States

Projects in MAC

Projects in Northeastern United States

New Construction Projects

No Pertinent Facts Found in Case
Related to the Claim

Omission/Conflict Claims

Other Major Commands

Award Amounts Over $10,000

Claim Amounts Over $50,000

Contract Size Over $1 Million

Repair Projects

SAC Projects

Projects in Southeastern United States

Inadequate Site Investigation by
Contractor Prior to Bidding

Structural Projects

Problems Related to Submittals

TAC Projects

325
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Voot e
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LR D
B

Code Name

UNDEREST

UNDER1T
UNDERST
UND10CT
WARRANTY
WEST

Full Title

Contractor Underestimates the Magni-

tude of the Project
Award Amounts Und:: $1,000
Claim Amounts Uncer $5,000
Contract Size Under $100,000
Warranty Related Problem
Projects in the Western United 3tates
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APPENDIX H
TFREE-WAY TABLES (COMPUTER PRINTOUTS)
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OTHER SOURCES OF AIR FORCE
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT INFORMATION

336

" \
‘.\ \\l—\




cus
D

O )

By A

X UDDUL

B TEY YRRV LAY

CRMIE L LY A

100%%".%

. ava

LY R LI LYW W IE RN

-

[RYSPC N ATS PIPLFRVERER ISR T SATE T NS, e

The Design and Construction System (DEACONS)

The DEACONS program 1s a'computerized'management
info;mation system which 1s managed by Alr Force Construc-
tion (USAF/LEEEC), with terminals at most major command
headquarteré and Air Force Regional Civil Engineer (AFRCE)
offices. It maintains status information on'MaJor Con-
struction Program (MCP) projects, as well as selected other
projects (such as non-apprppriation funded projects) which
are expensive or unique enough to warrant high-level moni-
toring (2). DEACONS is mainly an Air Force program, although
some Air National Guard and Air Fofce Reserve p?oJects are

kept:in the system.

Capabilities of the System

The information in DEACONS 1s on the structure of
the old Alr Force Form 1959, which was updafed at base level
to reflect project status for the types of projects now main-
tained in DEACONS. DEACONS includes all of the 1959 dzta
items, with a few additions (see Table I-1 for a partial
listing). DEACONS information 1s updated by the MAJCOMs and
AFRCEs, through their terminals. Information in DEACONS
covers the entire life of the project, from initial design
authorization to financial completion.

0l1d projects, which were initiated prior to the
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TABLE I-1 |
PARTIAL LIST OF DEACONS DATA ITEMS*

ProjJect Description
Installation
MAJCOM

Size of Project

-Design Agent

Construction Agent

Type of Design
- Design Dates: Scheduled versus Actual
- Costs: Scheduled versus Actual

Government Cost Estimates for design and construction costs.
Includes basic costs and basic costs plus additives.

Bid Information

- Number Received

- Dollar Amounts of those received

- Low Bidder, 2nd Lowest Bildder, Highest Bidder
Additives

~ Description \

i
i

- Bids versus Award \
i
Award Date: Anticipated versus Actual
Bid Remarks

Construction Time: Estima[ed versus Actual

* Adapted from a description of the DEACONS system
supplied to the authors by AFLC/DEEC.
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Changes

TABLE

- Reasons for Change

- Description of Change

= Number of Changes

- Cost of Changes

Beneflcial Occupancy Date

Liquidated Damages

Number of Pending Claims

I-1 - Continued

339

——




establishment of DEACONS (1981), are handled either one of

two ways (2). If the project is not complete, the 1959-type

informatlon is transferred to a DEACONS file. If the proj- |

ect 1s complete, 1ts final status information is trans-

ferred to a "history tape." The history tape is a fecord

of old projects, going back as far as ten years, which is » | )

maintained on a time-shzring computer system in San Antonio, N

Texas. | : : .
‘ To gain information from DEACONS, the user develops

his own program which extracts and inputs data in a set

" format and sequence. Later, by usiné commands assoclated

with that program, hé cah get information designed to answer

narrow questions (on a single program), or wide-scope ques-~

tions (on the status of many projects). For example, if the

user wished tb obtain information on all projects with more

than four change orders, he could develop a command for

"four change orders," based on the program he had developed.

For single projects, it 1s a useful way of obtaining a com-

plete record of the history of an entire area, such as design

progress or work completion schedule.

Deficlencles of DEACONS

As of March 1982, DEACONS had not been successfully
implemented in its entirety (5). There were several major
commands that had not yet received s DEACONS terminal.

Those which had a terminal were forced to restrict their
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input time to as little as two hours per week. Also, the
DEACONS system appears to suffer from some of ﬁhe same
restrictions which hurt the 1959 system: a iack of serious
support at lower 1e§els of command. ' Finally, the time-
sharing program for the history tape makes access to infor-

mation on older cases difficult.

Contract Folder

_ The contract folder is maintained by the contracting
officer. Unlike DEACONS, which 1s.restr1cted by certain
kinds of projects, contract folders are prepared by COs for
every construction contract which is done at a particular
base. The purpose of the folder 1s to gather information
which the contracting officer might need to administrate the
contract.

The folder is divided into six sections (see Table
I-2). The six sections are organized along the chronologi-
cal line of the stages of the project. Any pertinent infor-
mation from each stage of the project is entered into the
applicable section of the folder. For example, bidding
information goes in section A of the folder.
' When a project (contract) is completed, the contract
folder 1s usually kept in storage for up to eight years,
and then destroyed. Thils points out one of the weaknesses
of using contract folders for construction contract research.

Retalning contract information through physical storage 1is
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TABLE I-2
SELECTED CONTRACT FOLDER ITEMS*

Section A: PRE-CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

- Number of contracts held by the contractor who won
the last six months

Dollar amount of blds submitted by each bidder
Length of Contract

Government Price Estimate

Submittal Checklist

Breakout of Liquidated Damages rates

Cection B: CONTRACT AND MODIFICATIONS

- Whether or not it is a multiple procurement contract
- Labor Surplus Area data
- Type of antract

Section C: CORRESPONDENCE

- Contract Administrators
- Project Englneers

- Performénce Dates

~ Notice-to-Proceed Date
- Date Submittals are Due
- Performance Perilod

- Cost Breakdown

Section D: CONTRACT PROGRESS DOCUMENTS

- Contract Progress Schedule
- Contract Progress Report

Section E: PAYROLL, LABOR COMPLIANCE, AND PAYMENT RECORDS

Section F: DRAWINGS

* Adapted from AFLC Form 295, April 1979.
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more difficult than through a computerized system (such as
JURIS or DEACONS).

| Another weakness of contract folders as a research
~ source 1s that the researcher must travel to the particular
base where a project took place in order to exémine the
folder on that project. Unless the researcher is willing to
travel extensively, he will not be able to perform a sult-
able comparison of projects across thé Alr Force.

The contents of contract folders do not vary exten-
sively from contract to contract. There is a standard list
of items which serves as the table of contents for each
folder (AFLC Form 295, April 1979). Althoug: some items
might be absent when the projects are smaller and do not
require extensive documentation, the general structure of

the contract folder will not change.-

Project Folders

The project folders are somewhat similar to the con-
tract folder. prever, project folders are maintained by
civil engineering personnel in the Englneering section.

Since the responsibility for maintaining décumentation on a
contract falls mostly on the contracting officer (associlated
with the fact that the contracting officer bears ultimate re-
sponsibil;ty for insuring that the project is successfully
completed by the contractor), the project folders are usu-
ally not as comprehensive or as uniform as the contract fold-

ers,
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With the -exception of some formal requirements, the
items in the project folder vary from project to project,
according to the style and customs of the particular proj-
ect englneer or 1lnspector who prepared the folder. The
project folder contents are, however, slanted towards
inspection status reports, correspondence between Engineer-
ing and the contractor, and other documents relating to the
specifications and drawings. Records of meetings between
the contractor and government engineer or inspector are often
included as well. Finally, a copy of the "boiler plate"
(standard introductory section of the specifications) and
the speciflcations are often included in the projJect folders.

The life span of a project folder 1s very unpre-
dictable. Some folders may be‘discarded Immediately after
the contract has been completed; others might be held for a
year, while still others might be held for up to seven
years. This characteristic, as well as those listed above,
make the project folders falrly unsultable for use as a
source of'construction contract research information. Also,
the proJect folders share some undeslirable characteristics
with the contract folders: they are not computerized and
require extensive travelling to gather Alr Force-wide infor-

mation.
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